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do not stand alone. Britain, France, and the
12 other members of the NATO alliance

stand with us. We will not surrender. We
will not be pushed out.
What does standing firm mean? It does

not mean holding fast inflexibility to old
positions which have helped to produce the
present unhappy stalemate. The real issue,
said Walter Lippmann recently, is “whether
to stand pat on positions that have become
untentable or to move to new positions from
which the Western allies can recover the
political initiative.” Standing firm means
that we must match our firmness with
imagination, courage, and a willingness to
negotiate with the Soviet Union. It means
firmness in our fundamental position and
flexibility in our strategy and tactics. Stand-
ing firm and willingness to negotiate are not,
as some people suggest, contradictory poli-
cles. They are two elements in any viable
policy in the Berlin crisis. We must stand
firm in order to negotiate effectively. And
we must have solid bases for negotiation if
we want to stand firm.

It is imperative that the best minds of our
country—those persons gualified as experts
on the problems of Central Europe and Ger-
many as well as Soviet policies and tactics—
be called upon at once for intensive consulta-
tion directed toward policy formulation.

In the weeks between now and May 27, we,
in concert with our allies, must explore
every possible honorable means that can
ease this erisis and point in the direction of
a just and equitable settlement.

It is not enough just to negotiate and talk.
We must have clearly in mind the objectives
we seek, and the means and ways of achieving
those objectives without bargaining away
the rights of others, or in any way weakening
our own security.

I am gratified that our Government is at
last taking anew the leadership in preparing
for these important conferences.

Yet I would be less than candid if I did not
warn the American not to expeet quick and
easy solutions out of the impending nego-
tiations.

It must constantly be kept in mind that
there are no short-time, short-run, immedi-
ate answers to these grave, perplexing, long-
range problems., Negotiations will require
persistent patience. They will require a
willingness to endure almost unbelievable,
tedious discussions of long duration.

But we must be perpared to negotiate and
negotiate as long as there is the slightest
prospect of relieving world tension and mini-
mize the danger of war.

The hope of peace and understanding with
the Soviet Unlon is not to be found in politi-
cal deals.

We cannot leap over our problems and
differences.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

They must be slowly chipped away,
through our contacts in the United Natlons,
our participations with the Soviet in the U.N.
agencies, through our exchange programs,
and what we hope will be gradual changes
within the Soviet Union.

At best, we will inch along toward peace
and understanding.

Let us hope and pray we have the emo-
tional stability and maturity to persevere.
And let us hope and pray that no attempts
will be made to find quick solutions which
will ultimately be regretted because of ill-
considered actions or ill-advised considera-
tion.

We know that our national security is not
and should not be a partisan matter. But
genuine bipartisanship in foreign policy does
not mean that the loyal opposition silently
acquiesces in all policies advanced by the
administration.

The Berlin crisis is both a danger and an
opportunity. It is a danger to world peace
if we display signs of weakness, indecision, or
appeasement. It is an opportunity if we
recognize the sharpness of the crisis and pro-
ceed to explore every means of peaceful set-
tlement, not only of the Berlin and German
situation, but indeed the relationships be-
tween the United States, its allies, and the
Soviet Union in all of Central Europe. Wise,
prudent, and courageous statesmanship is
needed now as never before. We must be
prepared to follow the course that may be
tedious, frustrating, and characterized by in-
sults, threats, and abuses for months to
come. The war of nerves has been inten-
sified.

In this struggle, the victory will come to
those who clearly understand the relation-
ship between power and principle, maneuver,
and objective. We cannot afford to be found
wanting in any of these.

Make no mistake about it, a policy of
firmness with negotiation is the only policy
that will avoid surrender on the one side,
and minimize the risks of war on the other,

COOPERATION WITH ALLIES AND RESTRAINT URGED

We must act in harmony with our allies,
Britain, France, and West Germany. This
means more than coordinating our pro-
nouncements about standing firm. It means
hammering out a unified policy and strategy
to give us strength for bargaining, and to
undergird our determination if negotiation
should break down.

If we had worked a bit closer with our
allies and had strengthened the consultative
process within NATO during the past b years,
perhaps we would be in & better position than
we are today. But let bygones be hygones.
If we ever needed the wisdom, strength, and
counsel of trusted allies we need them now.

Yes, these are dangerous days and the situ-
ation is explosive. But these are also great
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and challenging days where spiritual and
brain power may save us from the dangerous
alternative of the use of firepower.

The alternative to war is peace, and It is
in the pursuit of peace that we will find
our greatness and fulfill our destiny.

Boland Pays Tribute to Secretary Dulles

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

OoF

HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 15, 1959

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I am
saddened to learn of the resignation of
Secretary of State Dulles. I am sure
that all of the peoples of the free world
feel likewise. He had a profound knowl-
edge of world affairs gleaned over a life-
time of study and experience,

In my judegment, he was a great Sec~
retary of State who served in that post
during one of the most difficult diplo-
matic periods in the history of our
Nation.

DULLES' CONTRIBUTION TO MAINTENANCE OF
‘WESTERN ALLIANCE

Despite great personal sacrifices, he
made exhausting trips throughout the
world and successfully matched wits
with the Communists. His contribution
was immeasurable in keeping the West-
ern Alliance together under the most
trying circumstances.

His role was compounded with diffi-
culty because he could place little or no
reliance on the words of his Soviet ad-
versaries. - Yet he had a sixth sense in
anticipating Soviet weakness and he was
a master at persuading Western states-
men to stand’ firm with him on vital
issues. His adamant position forced the
Soviet to retreat many times.

HE WAS ONE OF THE WORLD'S OUTSTANDING

STATESMEN

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that when his=
torians view his tenure in perspective,
they will record that Secretary of State
Dulles was one of the outstanding
statesmen in the fight against the
spread of communism.

SENATE

THURSDAY, ArriL 16, 1959

(Legislative day of Wednesday, April 15,
1959)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Thou who art from everlasting to ever-
lasting, and who changeth not, abide
with us, even as earth’s joys grow dim
and its glories pass away.

With tender solicitude, we lift up in
our prayer this day a great servant of the
State whose iron will, moral standards,

AUTHENTICATED
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INFORMATION
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and passion for the coronation of right-
eousness and decency in international
affairs, across these critical years, have
been a bulwark of our liberties and the
voice of our America, as our free land
has faced, and faces, ruthless foes bent
on her destruction.

As with courage which shames our
coward fears and a faith deep-rooted in
a religion which is his very life, Thy serv-
ant—John Foster Dulles—stands in the
valley of the shadow, while the Nation
he serves with such devotion and the free
world cemented in unity by his wisdom
and inflexible exertions lift grateful peti-
tions for the smitten warrior who is fac-
ing the unseen with a cheer. May he
fear no evil, as Thy rod and Thy staff
comfort and sustain him.

And, as with his faith, we face the
crisis of the coming days—

God be in our head,
And in our understanding;
God be in our eyes,
And in our looking;
God be in our mouth,
And in our speaking;
God be in our heart,
And in our thinking;
God be at our end,
And at our departing.

In the dear Redeemer’s name, Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
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of the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, April 15, 1959, was dis-
pensed with,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bill and
joint resolution, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.2228. An act to provide for the acqui-
sition of additional land along the Mount
Vernon Memorial Highway in exchange for
certain dredging privileges, and for other
purposes; and

H.J. Res. 254. Joint resolution to author-
ize participation by the United BStates in
parliamentary conferences with Canada.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint reso-
lution, and they were signed by the
President pro tempore:

S.144. An act to modify Reorganization
Plan No. 11 of 1939 and Reorganization
Plan No. 2 of 1953;

8.1096. An act to authorize appropria-
tions to the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration for salarles and ex-

, research and development, con-
struction and equipment, and for other
purposes; and

H.J.Res. 336. Joint resolution making a
supplemental appropriation for the Depart-
ment of Labor for the fiscal year 1959, and
for other purposes.

HOUSE BILL AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION REFERRED

- The following bill and joint resolu-
tion were each read twice by their titles
and referred as indicated:

H.R.2228. An act to provide for the acqui-
sition of additional land along the Mount
Vernon Memorial Highway in exchange for
certain dredging privileges, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public
Works.

H.J. Res. 254. Joint resolution to authorize
participation by the United States in par-
Hamen conferences with Canada; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansrFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the following sub-
committees were authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today:

The Judiciary Subcommittee of the
Committee on the District of Columbia,
The Constitutional Amendments Sub-
committee of the Committee on the
Judiciary. The Antitrust and Monopoly
Legislation Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

On request of Mr. GOLDWATER, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Constitutional Rights of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary was authorized to
tTnflet during the session of the Senate

ay.
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TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
may be the usual morning hour for the
introduction of bills and the transaction
of other routine business, and that
statements in connection therewith be
limited to 3 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With=
out objection, it is so ordered.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A petition from the Magyar Publishing
Co., of New York, N.Y,, signed by Dr. Laszlo
Ujlaky, president, Stephen Somody, editor,
and Geza Korda, assoclate editor, relating to
free elections for the people of Hungary,
East Germany, and other slave states of the
Soviet empire; to the Committee on Forelgn
Relations.

By Mrs. SMITH:

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Maine; to the Committee on Armed
Services:

“JoiNT RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING CONGRESS
To EQUALIZE RETIREMENT BENEFITS FOR RE~
TIRED MEMBERS OF THE ARMED ForceEs WHo
RETIRED PRIOR TO JUNE 1, 1958

“We, your memorialists, the Senate and
House of Representatives of Maine in the
99th Legislative Session assembled, most re-
spectfully present and petition your honor-
able body as follows:

" ‘Whereas, there is now pending befare
the Congress of the United States legislation
concerning the improvement of benefits for
retired members of the United States Armed
Forces who retired prior to June 1, 1958;
and

“'Whereas there appears to be no basls for
the gross discrimination against retired per-
sonnel who retired before June 1, 1958, as
they are, by reason of past meritorious serv-
ices, equally entitled to the increased bene-
fits granted personnel who retire, or have
retired, after such date; and

“ "Whereas this false distinction violates
the basic precepts of fair play and the cir-
cumstances of retirement should not penal=
ize these honorable members of our society,
who must meet the present ever-increasing
cost of living the same as personnel that re-
tired after June 1, 1958: Now, therefore,
be it

“‘Resolved, That we, the memorialists,
recommend to the Congress of the United
States that legislation be enacted that will
increase the retirement benefifts of the re-
tired personnel who retired prior to June 1,
1958, so that they will be treated equally
with personnel who retire, or have retired,
after such date; and be it further

** ‘Resolved, That a copy of this memorial,
duly authenticated by the secretary of state,
be immediately transmitted by the secretary
of state to the President and Vice President
of the United States, to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, and to each Sen-
ator and Representative from Maine in the
Congress of the United States.'

“CHEsTER T, WINSLOW,
“Seeretary, Senate.
“HARVEY R. PEASE,
“Clerk, House of Representatives.”

RESOLUTION OF SENATE OF
ILLINOIS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I pre-
sent, for appropriate reference, a resolu=-

April 16

tion adopted by the Senate of the Tist
General Assembly of the State of Illinois,
with regard to unemployment compensa-
tion, and the adequacy of the system
which prevails in our own State.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance, and, under the rule, ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

SENATE RESOLUTION 19

Resolved by the senate of the 71st general
assembly,

‘Whereas there 1s legislation pend-
ing in the Congress of the United States, re-
lating to wunemployment compensation,
which would compel the various States to
drastically amend their unemployment com-
pensation laws to conform with Federal
standards; and

Whereas Illinols is firmly dedicated to the
bellefs that the individual States are best
qualified to determine the provisions of their
unemployment compensation statutes based
upon the economic conditions of the States
and the needs of thelr citizens; and

‘Whereas the Illinois General Assembly, over
the years, has made amendments to the Illi-
nois TUnemployment Compensation Act
through mutual agreement of a tri-partite
board which has provided for equitable treat-
ment of employees and employers and the
general assembly is now in session consid-
ering further improvements in its unemploy-
ment compensation program; and

Whereas the Illinols General Assembly re-
cently enacted legislation to pay extended
benefits independently of Federal action and
without the use of Federal funds: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the Illinois State Senate, That
it opposes Federal legislation which would
compel the various States to provide mini-
mum unemployment compensation standards
in conformity with Federal laws, thus de-
priving the Illinois General Assembly of its
rightful authority and responsibility in cuch
matters; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
sent by the secretary of state to the Presi-
dent of the United States; Sec of La-
bor of the United States; Senate minority
leader, EvERETT MCEINLEY DIRKSEN; Benator
Paun H. Dovucras, and all Members of the
U.S. House of Representatives from Nlinois.

Adopted by the senate, March 25, 1959.

JOHN WM. CHAPMAN,
President of the Senale.

Eowarp E. FERNANDES,
Secretary of the Senate.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF
KANSAS LEGISLATURE

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the
Kansas Legislature, which has recently
concluded its biennial session, adopted
House Concurrent Resolution 31, me-
morializing the Congress and the Presi-
dent of the United States to safeguard
and preserve established State and in-
dividual rights to the use of water within
the separate States.

The control of water runoff within the
State of Kansas is of great importance
to the future growth and development
of the State.

It is essential that we have an overall
program dealing with this problem in
cooperation with Federal agencies.

During the past few years, great prog-
ress has been made within my State,
and I sincerely hope that no decision of
the executive or the judicial branches
of the Government will interfere with
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the continued mutual cooperation in a
program which is so vital.

I ask unanimous consent that this
resolution be printed in the REcorp and
referred to the proper committee,

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
and, under the rule, ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

Hovuse CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 31
Concurrent resolution memorializing the

Congress and the President of the United

States to safeguard and preserve estab-

lished State and individual rights to the

use of water within the separate States

Whereas despite repeated congressional
recognition in many statutes such as the Fed-
eral Power Act, and the Water Supply Act
of 19568, that the States have and should have
the primary interest, a series of judicial deci-
sions in the last decade and a half has un-
dermined the ability of the States to perform
their appropriate tasks in this field and has
suggested the possibility of unlimited Fed-
eral prerogatives concerning water which
cast doubt on the basis of vested rights and
weakens the ability of the States successfully
to coordinate water use; and

Whereas recent opinions and assertions
from the U.S. Department of Justice would
deprive States and persons of rights which
sald States and persons previously enjoyed, to
regulate and control the use of water in those
respective States; and

Whereas sald decisions of the Federal
courts and opinions and assertions of the
U.8. Department of Justice are further a
part of a general pattern developing gradually
into Federal supremacy and usurpation over
water, which, if continued will destroy in-
dividual and States rights over water, and
substitute in lieu thereof an all-powerful cen-
tralized Government control thereover: and

Whereas. Eansas and the numerous Fed-
eral agencies do now and have always enjoyed
a spirit of cooperation in the development of
flood control and water resources programs
and it is the wish of the people of Kansas
that such interest and cooperation be pre-
served and continue in the future; and

‘Whereas factors involved in water use de-
velopment are peculiarly dependent on local
geography, climate, and economic needs and
are consequently best handled within our
Federal system by the State level of govern-
ment; and

Whereas the traditional role of the States
in the administration, conservation, and util-
ization of their water resources has led in
the direction of optimum harmonious devel-
opment of these water resources; and

Whereas Federal agencies which have com-
plied with State water law in obedience to
the expressed intent of Congress have not
jeopardized any of the legitimate interests of
the Federal Government; and

Whereas doubts raised by these judicial
decisions and Department of Justice opinions
as to the basls of vested water rights, pres-
ent and future, and doubts as to the rela-
tionships between the Federal and State Gov-
ernments will, without corrective congres-
sional action, tend to delay much needed
water development for an indefinite time and
discourage the States in their efforts to make
much needed improvements in their facili-
ties for water resources planning and develop-
ment: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives of
the State of Kansas, the Senate concurring
therein, That the Congress and President of
the United States and the Representatives of
Kansas in the Congress of the United States
be, and they are hereby respectfully urged
and requested to take all necessary action to
(1) preserve the water rights of the individ-
ual and the States and to prevent Federal
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usurpation of those rights; (2) to see that
legislation 1s initiated and supported to re-
establish to the individuals and to the States,
the rights taken from them by the Federal
courts and the Justice Department; and (3)
in every possible way reaffirm, renew, and
defend the concepts that water rights are
property rights and that these established
rights to the use of water, by a State or an
individual, should not be taken away without
due process of law and adequate compensa-
tion. Be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state be in-
structed to transmit enrolled copies of this
resolution to the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives of the Congress,
to the chalrman of the U.S. Senate and House
Committees of Interior and Insular Affairs,
to U.S. Senator ANDREw F. SCHOEPPEL, to
U.S. Senator FraNK CARLSON, and to U.S. Rep-
resentatives WiLLiam AvERY, NEWELL GEORGE,
DeENVER Harcis, Ep Rges, FLOYD BREEDING, and
WINT SMITH.

I hereby certify that the above concurrent
resolution originated in the house, and was
adopted by that body March 13, 1959.

JoE TAYLOR,
Spealker of the House.
G. E. ANDERSEN,
Chief Clerk of the House.
Adopted by the senate March 21, 1959.
JosepH W. HINKLE, Sr.,
President of the Senate.
RALFH E. ZARKER,
Secretary of the Senate.

RESOLUTION OF IRRIGATION COM-
MITTEE OF MIDDLE RIO GRANDE
PUEBLOS, N. MEX.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a resolution adopted Decem-
ber 19, 1958, by the Irrigation Commit-
tee of the Middle Rio Grande Pueblos in
New Mexico,

The resolution compliments John
Thompson, the project manager, Middle
Rio Grande project, Albuquerque, N.
Mex.,, an employee of the Bureau of
Reclamation, for his outstanding work,

In this praise, I concur. The chair-
man of the committee, Diego Abeita,
who transmitted the resolution, is an
outstanding citizen of New Mexico. He is
highly respected by both the Indians and
non-Indians and is devoted to the im-
provement of irrigated farming on the
Indian pueblos. He has contributed
greatly to his people in the Isleta and
other pueblos.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

This resolution was adopted December 19,
1958, by the irrigation committee of the Mid-
dle Rio Grande Pueblos, consisting of eight
pueblos—Cochitl, Santo Domingo, San Felipe,
Santa Ana, Sandia Isleta, Jemez, and Zia—
at a regularly called meeting of the commit=
tee attended by the governors and their
staffs of all of sald pueblos, and all of the
members of the committee:

“Whereas for years we have watched the
work of Mr, John C. Thompson, project man-
ager of Middle Rio Grande project, in re-
habilitating the work of the Middle Rio
Grande Conservancy District and doing he-
roic work in salvaging water of the Rio
Grande, the lifeline of our people; and

“Whereas in doing this work Mr. Thompson
has always patiently listened to the needs
and even the demands of our pueblos and,
wherever possible, he has done his very best
to meet our needs; and
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“Whereas under our claim to water rights
Mr. Thompson, under direction of the Secre-
tary of the Interlor, has stored water for our
requirements in El Vado Reservolr and made
the water avallable to us, whenever possible,
at the time it was needed; and

“Whereas it has recently come to our at-
tention that our friend, Congressman BEN
F. JENSEN, after inspecting the work done by
Mr. Thompson and his staff, observed, out of
his wide knowledge of all the reclamation
projects in the country, that the Middle Rio
Grande project is being handled probably
better than any other project in the coun-
try. Knowing Mr. Thompson and his staff,
that is easy to belleve; and

“Whereas so many hardworking, thor-
oughly able and faithful public servants of
the United States hardly ever get compli-
mented by those they serve until they drop
dead, we feel we should tell Mr. Thompson
how we feel: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That we express our sincere ap-
preciation and deep gratitude to Mr. Thomp-
son for the outstanding work he is doing
on the Middle Rio Grande project and for
what he has done for us, even though he has
not given us all we wanted. But even more,
we want Mr. Thompson and his staff to know
how thankful we are, and the Secretary of
the Interlor and the other superiors of the
project people ought to be, for having such
outstanding people do such excellent work;
be it further

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be sent to all interested parties including Mr.
Thompson, the Commissioner of the Bureau
of Reclamation, the Regional Director of the
Bureau of Reclamation, our congressional
delegation, the Secretary of the Interior and,
so long as we mentioned him, to the Honor-
able BEN F. JENSEN."”

DIEGO ABEITA,
Isleta Pueblo, Chairman, Irrigation
Committee of the Middle Rio Grande
Pueblos.

I hereby certify that the above and fore-
going is a true and correct copy of a reso-
lution unanimously adopted by the irriga-
tion committee of the Middle Rio Grande
pueblos at the time and place shown.

Dated this 18th day of March 1950.

DoMINGO MONTOYA,
Acting Secretary, Itrigation Commiil-
tee of the Middle Rio Grande
Pueblos.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HUMPHREY, from the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, without amend-
ment:

8.690. A bill to provide for the increased
use of agricultural products for industrial
purposes (Rept. No. 193); and

S.753. A bill to authorize cooperative as-
sociations of milk producers to bargain with
purchasers singly or in groups, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 192).

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
with an amendment:

5.1289. A bill to increase and extend the
special milk program for children (Rept. No.
194).

RELEASE OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED
COPPER—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, on

behalf of the chairman of the Committee

on Interior and Insular Affairs, the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. Murray], I re-
port favorably, without amendment, the
resolution (S. Res. 101) opposing the re-
lease at the present time of any part of
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any Government inventory of copper,
and I submit a report (No. 191) thereomn.
The resolution was unanimously ap-
proved by the committee and deals with
the release of Government-owned cop-
per at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moss
in the chair). The report will be re-
ceived, and the resolution will be placed
on the calendar.

Mr. MANSFIELD. My, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. 1 yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish to congrat-
ulate the Senator from Arizona for re-
porting the resolution, which, I under-
stand, was reported unanimously by the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs. Itis an indication of the fact that
the committee most closely connected
with mining in all its phases is aware of
the difficulty which the possibility of the
Government stockpile being released im-
poses upon the copper economy at this
time.

I should like to ask the Senator a ques-
tion. Is it the Senator's understanding
that there are three Government stock-
piles; that two of them are subject to the
will of Congress, so to speak, and that
the remaining one is outside that sphere
and is subject only to the will of the
Administrator of OCDM?

Mr. GOLDWATER. It is my under-
standing that the Senator is correct in
that statement. What concerns us, of
course, is the lack of control we have over
the administered stockpile. I have been
talking about this problem with the
‘White House.

I am sorry I was not on the floor when
the Senator made his remarks. At the
time I was on the felephone talking with
the White House on this problem. I have
been informed that Dr, Hoegh released a
statement yesterday which, I understand,
the Senator from Montana has read in-
to the REcorn. That statement is not
conclusive enough to allay the fears of
the world copper market. I have been
informed by word of mouth that it is
not the intention to release any of the
copper at the present time. Ihave asked
the White House if it would instruet Mr.
Hoegh to make a more definite state-
ment than he has made, so that the
world copper markets might not be so
frightened, and that thereby a stop be
put to the decline in the world price of
copper.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to say
that I wish the administration, through
a spokesman of the OCDM would make
a statement more in accord with what
the Senator from Arizona said yester-
day, namely, that “this copper should
be removed to a jurisdiction which would
prevent any possibility that it could be
dumped on the markets.”

The spokesman for the OCDM said
vesterday: “We have made no decision
to release or offer copper for sale on the
open market at this time,” It is a very
indefinite statement and one which, if
allowed to stand, can only bring about a
further depreciation in the copper econ-
omy and a further depression in prices,

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the Recorp at this point an
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article published in the Daily Metal Re=
porter entitled “Oppose Release of Cop-
per From Government Stocks,” and an
article published in the American Metal
Market of April 16, 1959, entitled ‘“‘Pos~
sible Copper Sale by Government Puts
Market in Turmoil.”

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECcORD,
as follows:

[From the Daily Metal Reporter, Apr. 16,
1959

OPPOSE RELEASE OF COPPER FROM GOVERNMENT
Stocks—OCDM STUDIES QUESTION; STATE,
INTERIOR DEPARTMENTS AND SENATORS HIT
MovE

WasHINGTON.—The State and Interior De~
partments are said to be up in arms as a
result of the decision by the Office of Civil
and Defense Mobilization to look into the
advisability of liquidating some 130,000 tons
of nonstrategic copper that the Govern-
ment acquired under its floor-price contracts
with producers. The GSA lacked funds with
which to buy this copper and put it into
the stockpile, it is stated here, and hence
this metal is avallable for sale without any
authorization by Congress. The State and
Interlor Departments are said to be carrying
the matter to the President who would be
in a position to countermand any decisions
that the OCDM may be contemplating.

The recommendation that the OCDM
liquidate this nonstrategic copper is said to
have been made by J. Roy Price, who retired
from Union Carbide Co. some years ago where
he was in charge of research in the com-
pany’s plastic department. He was ap-
pointed Assistant Director for Resources and
Production in the OCDM by President Eisen-
hower and is on full time with the agency,
an official stated.

The OCDM was considering the disposal
of the copper in small quantities so that it
will not affect the market, a top official of
the agency stated. He stressed the fact that
no decision has been made as yet, but that
the OCDM is reviewing the question because
of market conditions. The official said that
no decision is likely for a few days.

News of what the OCDM was contemplating
touched off a storm of protest on the part of
Senators and Congressmen from the mining
States.

A group of western Senators called on the
administration to deny reports that large
stocks of copper will be sold from the Gov-
ernment stockpile,

Senator MaNsrFIELD, Democrat, of Montana,
and seven other Senators introduced in
the Senate a resolution declaring it to be
the sense of the Senate that release of these
stocks would do “incalculable danger to the
national security and to the economic well-
being of the Nation.”

The Montanan, who is the Senate Demo-
cratic whip, also revealed that he and the
other Senators Tuesday sent a letter to De-
fense Mobilizer Leo Hoegh protesting the
reports.

The letter sald the Senators were dis-
turbed by the reports that the Government
might sell up to 128,000 short tons from the
copper stockpile, and urged Mr. Hoegh to
announce immediately that there were no
plans to release this tonnage.

Unless this is done, Senator MANSFIZLD
and his colleagues warned in their letter, a
further drop in copper prices is inevitable.

Mr. MaNsFIELD told the Senate that he had
understood that the recommendation for the
sale had been made by a "Mr. Price,” who
he described as a gentleman living on Long
Island and visiting Washington once a week
as a Defense Mobilization consultant.

STATE OF CONFUSION IN COPPER

The OCDM report from Washington threw
the copper market into a state of confusion.
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This was especially the case with respect to
the commodity exchange where prices at
one time were down by as much as 160 points.
At the close the prices were 85 to 102 points
below Tuesday's close. The turnover was
1,180 lots (29,500 tons).

THE FAT'S IN THE FIRE

In copper circles the feeling prevailed that
no matter what the OCDM decision is, the
“fat’s in the fire” in that it is now common
knowledge that there are some 128,000 tons
of Government-owned copper overhanging
the market which may be released at any
time. The immediate effects are likely to
be psychological in nature. One will prob-
ably be a damper on speculative enthusiasm.
Another is the calming if not the elemination
of consumers' fears of a copper shoriage.

The market already has felt the effects of
the Washington report. There was the price
slump on the commodity exchange. While
custom smelters booked fair-sized orders
early in the day at 32 cents a pound, con-
sumers virtually withdrew from the market
as buyers in the afternoon. Dealers were
unable to interest buyers at 31!% cents a
pound f.0.b. refinery.

The large primary producers maintained
their price at 311, cents a pound delivered.

The sales reported for Tuesday amounted
to 5,064 tons of which 3,889 tons were for
shipment this month, 850 tons for May, 275
tons for June, and 50 tons for September.
That brought the sales for April shipment
to 90,309 tons, for May to 25,048 tons and
for June shipment to 17,616 tons.

SCRAP PRICE DOWN ONE-QUARTER CENT

For the greater part of the afternoon, the
custom smelters withdrew from the market
as buyers of scrap at any price. Late in the
afternoon, two custom smelters reduced
their buying price by one-quarter cent a
pound to a basis of 2534 cents for No. 2 heavy
copper and wire. One factor continued to
stay out of the market as a buyer,

TRADE'S GUESS—NO OCDM SALE

In copper circles the guess was that in
view of the political storm that has been
ralsed, the OCDM will probably decide not
to liguidate the nonstrategic copper at the
present time. There was plenty of criticism,
however, not only over the timing of the
OCDM contemplated action, but also over
the fact that whenever the Government steps
into business, it is likely to make & mess of
things. The Government had acquired the
copper through incentive contracts with
high-cost producers whereby it guaranteed
to take the metal off their hands at a pre-
determined floor price if they could not sell
the metal in the open market., It was done
to stimulate production at a time when the
Government thought that the sghortage
would last for years, Now that the world's
output is at a record high level, the Gov-
ernment is planning to sell the copper. In
copper circles it was recalled that our Gov-
ernment is now planning to do what the
British Ministry did with its stockpiled
copper that it released not when there was a
shortage but when there appeared to be an
oversupply.

EFFECT ON LONDON AWAITED

There was considerable speculation as (>
what the reaction will be in London to the
OCDM news. A further decline on the LME
was anticipated.

London prices were down £2 a ton for the
day. At the first session the bid for cash
and for forward was £236 15s, down £1 15s
from Tuesday’s close, The sales were 1,700
tons, ;

At the second call £235 10s was bid for the
two positions, a further drop of £1 5s. The
sales were 1,000 tons,
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[From American Metal Market, Apr. 16, 1969]

PossiBLE COPPER SALE BY GOVERNMENT Puts
MaARKET IN TUrRMOIL—OCDM DENIES ANY
DecisioN To Selr DPA METAL IN OPEN
MARKET—NEW YORK FUTURES TUMBLE

New York, April 15—The copper market
was thrown into a turmoil this morning
when Senator Mmxe MaNsFIELD, Democrat, of
Montana, indicated that the Office of Civil
and Defense Mobilization intended to au-
thorize the sale of Defense Production Act
copper In the open market. The news
brought an immediate break in the price-
sensitive New York futures market. Quota-
tions tumbled as much as 1.65 cents per
pound at one point during the day. Trading
volume set an alltime record high of 1,180
lots or 29,500 tons. The news arrived too
late to affect values on the London Metal
Exchange. But coming as it did on the heels
of record-breaking world production figures
and rising stocks reported on Tuesday by the
Copper Institute, the Washington report
changed the whole tenor, of what, until
recently has been a shortage-scared d-mestic
market.

OCDM SAYS NO DECISION TAKEN

Later in the day the strong protests of the
Western mining Senators over the rumored
sale of 128,000 or more tons of Government
copper were tempered by an OCDM an-
nouncement. A spokesman for the agency
in Washington told American Metal Market,
“We have made no decision to release or offer
copper for sale on the open market at this
time.

“The total stockpiles are always being re-
viewed in respect to defense requirements.
This is nothing new insofar as a review is
concerned. There has been no determina-
tion to dispose of any copper in our Defense
Production Act inventorles,” the spokesman
sald.

PRECEDENT SET

Government officials pointed to a precedent
in the release of copper from DPA inventor-
ies which was established during the short-
age which developed in 1956 as the result of
an industrywide strike. Secretary of Labor
Mitchell announced his opposition to the
release of copper by the Government during
the strike because it would weaken the bar-
gaining position of the workers. Following
the strike copper was released on two sep-
arate occasions from DPA inventories to meet
consumption requirements while the shut
down plants were getting back into produc-
tion.

The copper in Defense Production inven-
tories was acquired as the result of Korean
war expansion contracts. It has been ac-
cumulating as producers take advantage of
the provision in their contracts to ‘“put”
copper to the Government.

It was strongly indicated by other Gov-
ernment sources, however, that an action to
release copper from DPA account had been
under discussion. One official, conversant
with these proposals, sald that the militant
opposition voiced by Senator MaNsFIELD and
other mining State Senators on Capitol Hill
today had put the quietus on further discus-
slon of the release of copper at this time.

PROTEST ON SENATE FLOOR

Nevertheless, the menrbership of the 86th
Congress, under the lash of Senators and
Congressmen from copper-producing States,
was up in arms in Washington over the
report that the Government was about to
dispose of its holdings of copper purchased
under Defense Product Act authority.

One reliable source on Capitol Hill said the
DPA holdings of copper amounted to 128,000
tons, but Senator Mixke MANSFIELD, Who took
the floor of the Senate early at today's ses-
sion, said he had been informed that the
DPA holdings might amount to as much as
180,000 tons.
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The Montana Senator introduced a resolu=-
tion calling for the Senate to request that
any disposition of DPA copper be halted im-
mediately. In addition, his resolution re-
quested that the DPA copper holdings be
transferred at once to the national stockpile
in order to remove it from any sudden dis-
position by the General Services Administra-
tion at the direction of the Office of Defense
Mobilization.

ASKS REMOVAL OF DUMPING THREAT

Senator BarrYy GOLDWATER called for non-
partisan support of the Senate on this res-
olution. He sald the DPA copper holdings
have been depressing the markets for several
years.

“This copper,” he said, “should be re-
moved to a jurisdiction which would prevent
any possibility that it could be dumped on
the market.”

The DPA copper holdings have been built
up under the Defense Production Act since
19561, when the Congress authorized copper
and other metal expansion programs, to meet
war time needs. A few of these contracts are
still in existence. The copper sold to the
Government under these contracts is not
made a part of the national stockpile, al-
though some of it could be transferred to the
national stockpile under emergency condi-
tions.

TO BE CONSIDERED BY INTERIOR COMMITTEE

Senator MaANsSFIELD'S resolution, which was
endorsed by eight other Senators, was intro-
duced with the provision that additlonal
Senators would add their names as sponsors.

Later in the week this resolution will be
considered by the Senate Interior Commit-
tee, headed by Senator JAMes E. MURRAY,
Democratic of Montana, who also was one
of the strong endorsers of this legislation.

In the House of Representatives, another
bipartisan group of western Congressmen also
joined forces today to urge the administra=
tion to announce publicly that it has no in=
tention of selling DPA copper.

The western Congressmen and Senators
both forwarded letters this moming to Leo
A. Hoegh, Director of the Office of Civil and
Defense Mobilization.

The consensus of congressional opinion
widely expressed today was that, if a sale of
surplus copper to industry is carried out,
copper prices could well drop to the ex-
treme lows that existed only a year ago.

KENOWN IN ADVANCE?

At that time, with the domestic price
around 24 cents per pound, the Senate by
a large majority passed legislation which
would have authorized the Government to
buy 150,000 tons of copper at 27.50 cents per
pound as a floor price in support of copper,
in order to stop the closing down of copper
mines,

However, the Senate bill was defeated in
the House, Since that time, the price of
copper has risen to the thirties, at levels
which made it profitable for the mines to
continue operating. Within the last few
days copper prices have started skidding,
and stocks on hand are increasing. Many
Members of Congress today attributed this
lowering of prices to the possibility that the
U.8. Government was planning to dispose of
thousands of tons of copper on the markets.

Senator MawsrFIELD and Senator MURRATY,
using copies of today's American Metal Mar-
ket, called attention to a page one story
pointing out the break in the copper market.

The resolution introduced by Senator
MansFIELD was expected to bring forth some
clarification from OCDM Director Hoegh late
today.

PETITIONED BY FABRICATORS

While there was no actual inventory read-
ing available on the amount of copper held
under DPA contracts, the best estimate
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available seemed to be at least 128,000 tons
were being held.

Although few believed that the Govern-
ment planned to sell in the immediate fu-
ture any copper, there seemed to bhe au-
thentic reports that small amounts of copper
were to be released in response to petitions
from copper fabricators, who have protested
that the price of copper had risen too high
for their production revenues to come out
even,

Senator MansFIELD indicated to the Amer-
ican Metal Market that, as far as he could
tell, the pressure brought to bear on the
Government to sell some of its copper hold-
ings had been instigated by the copper fabri-
cators.

LONDON DECLINES ON STATISTICAL NEWS

The consternation which greeted the Initial
news from Washington today was sympto-
matic of the new uneasiness which has
crept into the copper market recently. For-
eign mines and refineries are turning out
metal at a record rate and there is a feeling
in the trade that London prices may decline
further until forelgn copper can be sold in
the U.S. market competitively with the 3114
cents producer quotation, the 1.7 cents im-
port tax notwithstanding. Any release of
Government copper would further swell the
world supply of red metal and weaken the
industry’s basic price. The market's psychol-
ogy apparently has been transformed from
fear of strike shortages to the prospect of an
oversupply. But strikes remain the incal-
culable factor in the situation.

The London market reacted unfavorably
to the Copper Institute statistics which
showed a 17,000-ton Iincrease in foreign
stocks in March. Both the spot and three-
month quotations declined £3 per ton to
finish at £235 10s per ton. A total of 2,700
tons changed hands.

SCRAP CUT ONE-FOURTH CENT

The unfavorable Washington news brought
a sell-off in the scrap market, At least one
custom smelter was out of the market for
part of the day owing to the somewhat con-
fused situation. Later in the day all smelters
jolned in posting a one-fourth cent reduc-
tion in scrap buying prices. This put the
published quotation for No. 2 copper scrap at
2534 cents per pound.

Custom smelters maintained their elec-
trolytic selling price at 32 cents per pound.
FUTURES SLUMP

Futures on the Commodity Exchange
opened easier this morning on the statistical
news, The Washington development brought
a flood of sell orders, but price recovered la-
ter with the OCDM announcement.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Arizona will yield
further, I should like to say that in yes-
terday’s statement, in submitting the
resolution, I had the following to say:

It has been—

That is the copper area—

It has been the most blighted area in the
field of unemployment, and the depressed
condition has been gquite evident until re-
cently. Now we have this attempt by a Mr.
Price, who I understand lives on Long Island
and visits Washington once a week as a con-
sultant to the Office of Civil and Defense
Mobilization, headed by former Gov. Leo
Hoegh, of Iowa, to dump Government-owned
copper on the domestic market.

I did not wish to speak disparagingly
of Mr. Price, but I had just heard his last
name mentioned in connection with the
rumored copper inventory disposal. I
therefore ask unanimous consent, in
fairness to Mr. Price, to have printed in
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the Recorp at this point a brief bio-
graph of Mr. J. Roy Price, who joined
the office of OCDM on December 2, 1958,
and is Assistant Director in that organ-
ization, and, therefore, presumably, a
full-time employee of the Government.

There being no objection, the bio-
graphical sketch was ordered to be
printed in the REcorbp, as follows:

J. Roy PRICE BIOGRAPHY

J. Roy Price, of Manhasset, N.Y., has been
Asgsistant Director of the Office of Civil and
Defense Mobilization since September 2, 1958.

Prior to joining the agency, he was asso-
clated with Union Carbide Corp. where he
has had a long career in the fields of research,
development, production, sales, and mer-
chandising.

He is one of the men who conducted the
original research in this country on vinyl
plastics and later helped organize the firm’s
plastic division, which later was merged with
Bakelite Co., division of Union Carbide Corp.

He served for 2 years on his company’s
Industrial Fellowship at the Mellon Institute
of Industrial Research, University of Pitts-
burgh.

During World War II, he served as his
firm's lialson representative in Washington,
D.C., working with the various defense
agencies.

Mr. Price was born June 15, 1900, in Mt.
Hope, W. Va. He received a Bachelor of Sci-
ence degree in 1923 from West Virginia
Wesleyan College. He later did graduate
work at Marshall College and Columbia Uni-
versity. He holds honorary degrees from
West Virginia Wesleyan College and Parsons
College. After being a teacher of science and
school superintendent, he joined Union Car-
bide Corp. some 30 years ago.

He served as president of the board of edu-
cation of Manhasset Public Schools, is a
member of the board of trustees of West Vir-
ginia Wesleyan College and a member of the
advisory council of Grinnell College.

He is married and has two children. The
family resides in Manhasset, N.Y.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I again thank the
Senator from Arizona. I want him to
know that I, too, have been in contact
with the White House. I talked with Mr.
Don Paarlberg today. I have not re-
ceived any assurance from him that this
Government copper inventory will be
kept off the market. Therefore, this
feeling of uncertainty will continue. Un-
less something is done soon, the price
will be depressed still further.

Mr. GOLDWATER., The White House
has been apprised of the situation. I
feel certain that efforts are being made
to bring about the issuance of a more
satisfactory statement. I assure the
Senator that I shall follow up my action
in that direction.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. MURRAY (by request):

B.1609. A bill to consolidate, revise, and
reenact the public land townsite laws; to
the Committee on Interlor and Insular Af-
fairs.

By Mr. CARLSON:

8.1700. A bill to permit income derived
as an administrator or executor of an estate
to be considered as self-employment income
for the purpose of the insurance system es-
tablished by title II of the Soclal Security
Act; to the Committee on Finance.
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By Mr. CLARK:

8.1701. A bill for the relief of Hajime

Asato; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey:

B.1702. A bill for the relief of Franciszek
Roszkowski;

5.1703. A bill for the rellef of Raul J.
Hermitte and Ginette N. Hermitte;

5.1704. A bill for the relief of Werner J.
Fleischmann;

8. 1705. A bill for the relief of Ivan (John)
Persic;

5.1706. A bill for the relief of Zofia Wies-
zeek; and

S.1707. A bill for the relief of Gomes
Antonio de Phino; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

S.1708. A bill to authorize the ilssuance to
State defense forces of obsolete supplies and
equipment of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services,

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) :

8.1709. A bill to amend section 210a(a)
and section 210a(b) of part II of the Inter-
state Commerce Act to deny the granting
of temporary operating authority to render
common or contract passenger service by
motor vehicle if absence of service results
from a strike; and

8.1710. A bill to amend part II of the
Interstate Commerce Act in order to provide
employee protection in cases involving con-
solidations, mergers, and other similar sit-
uations of passenger motor carriers; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce,

By Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr.
CARROLL, Mr. HarT, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr, McCArRTHY, Mr. McGEE, Mr. MoN=-
RONEY, Mr. Morsg, Mr. MURRAY, and
Mr. WiLLiams of New Jersey) :

S.1711. A bill to promote the foreign
policy of the United States and help to build
essential world conditions of peace, by the
more effective use of U.S. agricultural com-
modities for the relief of human hunger,
and for promoting economic and social de-
velopment in less developed countries; to
the Committee on Forelgn Relations.

(See the remarks of Mr. HUMPHREY When
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) :

5.1712. A bill to extend the application
of the Motorboat Act of 1940 to certain
possessions of the United States; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

(See the remarks of Mr. MacNUsoN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and
Mr, JACKSON)

5.1713. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to modify the works of the
Grand Coulee Dam, Columbia Basin project,
Wash., and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

EXTENSION OF MOTORBOAT ACT OF
1940 TO CERTAIN U.S. POSSES-
SIONS

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a bill to extend the application
of the Motorboat Act of 1940 to certain
possessions of the United States. I ask
unanimous consent that a letter from
the Secretary of the Treasury requesting
the proposed legislation be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the let-
ter will be printed in the REecorb.

April 16

The bill (S. 1712) to extend the ap-
plication of the Motorboat Act of 1940
to certain possessions of the United
States, introduced by Mr. MaAGNUSON,
by request, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The letter presented by Mr. MacNUSON
is as follows:

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
oF THE TREASURY,
Washington, April 7, 1959.
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE.

Sir: There is transmitted herewith a draft
of a proposed bill *To extend the application
of the Motorboat Act of 1940 to certaln pos-
sessions of the United States.”

The purpose of this proposal is to rein-
state the applicability of the Motorboat Act
of 1940 to certain possessions of the United
States, viz, Guam, Virgin Islands, and the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

The Motorboat Act of 1940, prior to its
amendment by section 6 of the Federal Boat-
ing Act of 1958, Public Law 85-911, approved
September 2, 1958, was applicable to the
Virgin Islands, Guam, and the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico. It is considered
essential in the promotion of boating safety
in these areas that former conditions be
restored.

Motorboats and small motor vessels oper-
ating in these areas must now comply with
the navigation lights requirements of the
International Rules of the Road rather than
those prescribed in the Motorboat Act of
1940. This change is confusing and un-
warranted. Motorboats operating in these
areas need no longer carry a life preserver
or other approved lifesaving device for each
person on board. This is a regression in
the progress made in promotion of safety
on the waterways of these areas, It is con=-
sldered of paramount importance that oper-
ators of motorboats carrying passengers for
hire in these areas continue to be licensed
by the Coast Guard. The carriage of fire
prevention and fire extinguishing appliances
on board motorboats in these areas should
also be continued. The absence of safety
legislation applicable to motorboats in these
areas will be marked with tragedies unless
remedial measures as proposed are quickly
taken.

It would be appreciated if you would lay
the proposed bill before the Senate. A
similar proposed bill has been transmitted
to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives.

The Department has been advised by the
Bureau of the Budget that there is no ob-
jection to the submission of this proposed
legislation to the Congress.

Very truly yours,
A. GiLmorE FLUES,
Acting Secretary of the Treasury.

RELIEF OF CERTAIN ALIENS—
AMENDMENT

Mr. CHURCH submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (S. 1033) for the relief of certain
aliens, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and ordered to
be printed.

ADDITIONAL TIME WITHIN WHICH
CERTAIN STATE AGREEMENTS
UNDER SECTION 218 OF THE SO-
CIAL SECURITY ACT MAY BE MOD-~
IFIED—AMENDMENTS

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota sub-
mitted amendments, intended to be pro-
posed by him, to the bill (H.R. 213) to
provide additional time within which
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certain State agreements under section
218 of the Social Security Act may be
modified to secure coverage for nonpro-
fessional school district employees,
which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

NOMINATION OF MRS. CLARE
BOOTHE LUCE TO BE UNITED
STATES AMBASSADOR TO BRAZIL

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that with propriety, under the rule,
I dare allude to the following:

Yesterday there was a meeting of the
Foreign Relations Committee, at which
time the committee took testimony on
the question of the confirmation of the
nomination of Clare Boothe Luce to be
our Ambassador to Brazil. There seems
to have been a rather lively interchange
between some of the members of the
committee and the nominee. For in-
stance, I notice from the newspapers
that there was reference to a speech
made by Mrs. Luce in 1952; and it is al-
leged that in that speech she said:

For 20 years mortal enemies of our coun-
try have been thriving in the organism of
the Democratic Party.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
sort of thing has any bearing upon Mrs.
Luce’s competency to be our Ambassador.
I do not believe it has any bearing upon
her qualifications. There was no im-
peachment of her service as our Ambas-
sador to Italy. Of course, the statement
quoted in the newspapers was actually
a political statement in a campaign

year.

I would not care to be called to account
for some of the things I have said in
campaign years. [Laughter.] I recall
that when the “Court-packing” bill was
before the Senate, at which time I was
a Member of the House of Representa-
tives, of course I had no opportunity to
vote on that bill; but what I may have
said about the President of the United
States at that time would go infinitely
farther than the imaginative mind of
Mrs. Luce could ever have conjured up.

I would not like to be called to ac-
count for some of the things I said as a
minority Member for 14 years under
Democratic administrations, when I as-
sailed “spender-mania” and “squander-
mania,” and when I assailed the New
Deal in all its facets, including the ref-
ormation and relief and recovery
programs.

I would not like to be called to ac-
count on a highly sensitive basis for
what I had to say about the distinguished
“President of Independence"” at the time
of the seizure of the steel industry. At
that time I could scarcely find words in
my limited lexicon to pour boiling oil
upon him; and if the words I did use
were read out of context, I am sure
they would sound rather brutal.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Illinois yield to
me?

Mr. DIRKSEN, I yield to my distin-
guished friend.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Iam glad my dis-
tinguished colleage, the Senator from Il-
linois, is speaking on this matter, because
I, myself, intend to make a few remarks
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on it; and at this time I am glad to add
to what my colleague has said.

One of the Senators who engaged in
the interrogation of Mrs. Luce on yes-
terday was the senior Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr, Morse]l; and if my memory
serves me correctly—although it does not
have to in this case, because I have be-
fore me his printed words, as they were
published in the Des Moines Register on
January 13, 1946—at one time he said:

Liberalism is dead in the Democratic Party,
and that party has reverted to its traditional
role of placing political privilege and corrupt
machine politics, a la the Missouri gang,
above the general welfare of our people.

I have read the interrogations, as re-
ported in the newspapers, and I do not
believe that anything Mrs. Luce is re-
ported to have said can compare in vio=
lence with the statement made by the
senior Senator from Oregon which I
have just quoted.

In fact, if I may refresh the Senator’s
memory the senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. MorseEl was quoted in the Denver
Post of October 30, 1948, as having said:

World peace is threatened today because
two American Presidents—Franklin D. Roose-
velt and Harry Truman—circumvented the
regular treaty process at Yalta and Potsdam.

I think that is a rather harsh indict-
ment of the President of the United
States. I do not think that is any less
harsh than saying a President “lied us
into war.”

I merely wanted to refresh the Sena-
tor's memory as to the inconsistency of
some of the interrogators, based on the
instances I have cited.

Mr. DIRKSEN. As I think of some of
the campaign statements I have made—
and I think I stand by every one of them,
Mr. President—in those days, when in a
campaign, we rang all the alliterative
changes on “communism and corrup-
tion,” our statements were pretty tart
and pretty testy.

I would say to my distinguished and
beloved friend whose desk is across the
aisle from mine, and who has a great
capacity for bold phrases and a great
command of etymology, that he uses
phrases which, I should say, develop a
million pounds of clout—or, in the jet
age, I believe the word “thrust” is used—
as, for instance, in the speech he made
in Phoenix. That led me to make some
remarks on the question of vetoes on
the floor. But I know that represented
a deep conviction on his part.

I think of some of the statements made
about the capacity of our beloved Presi-
dent in the economic and monetary field,
such as observations made by our de-
lightful colleague, the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. KErr]; and I think about
the interchanges we have here on budget
matters.

I think about all the very sharp and
testy observations made by the very dis-
tinguished—and, if I did not love him so
much, I would say unregenerate—Sena-
tor from Missouri [Mr. SymiNGTON], who
constantly takes us to task on the ques-
tion of preparedness, missiles, and all
that sort of thing.

So the questioning in the committee to
which I have just referred amounts
merely to raising a political question
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which does not go at all to competency
or to qualifications. Therefore, I felt the
necessity of remarking on that fact, be-
cause these matters appear on the front
pages of newspapers in other countries
besides our own. They could very easily
be misinterpreted in Brazil.

Therefore I wished to add my word or
two here, in order to make sure, if that
can be done, that no misimpressions are
carried abroad as a result of the ques-
tions which were raised in the committee
by the distinguished Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morsel, which were entirely, it
seems, in a political vein. I am sorry he
is not here, because he has always done
me the honor of telling me if he is going
to use my name, slightly and affection-
ately, in vain on the Senate floor.

I am glad that there is only a very,
very modest minority that quite follows
the judgment of the distinguished Sena-
tor from Oregon.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
vesterday one of America’s most distin-
guished ladies, Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce,
appeared before the Foreign Relations
Committee of the Senate to be examined
as to her qualifications to be Ambassador
to Brazil. The questioning as reported
in the Washington Post was, to me, more
in the mnature of a political field day
than it was in the nature of determining
this lady’s qualifications. I am surprised
that people in politics would refer to
political speeches of yesterday, or long
ago, in an effort to determine a person's
ability. For instance, the senior Senator
from Oregon [Mr. MorseEl was reported
as being critical of a remark Mrs. Luce
made to the effect that, “President
Roosevelt was the only President that
lied us into war.” I can remember in
the campaign of 1940 that there were
references by the candidate, Franklin
D. Roosevelt, that American boys would
never be sent overseas; and yet, within
a few months after the election, Ameri-
can boys were being sent overseas and we
were at war. I have heard many poli-
ticians and many private citizens accuse
President Roosevelt of not having been
truthful to the American people in this
instance; but for the life of me, I cannot
see where this has any bearing on the
ability of Mrs. Luce.

If I recall correctly, the senior Senator
from Oregon has made many references
to the President of the U{:.’ttecl States,
Dwight Eisenhower, that could not be
termed complimentary, and certainly,
the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT], the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, has often
been critical of the administration; but
I call that politics. For an example, the
senior Senator from Oregon signed a
‘“‘declaration of conscience,” June 1,
1950, which said in part:

The Democrat administration has initially
created the confusion by its lack of effective
leadership—by its complacency to the threat
of communism here at home,.

The question at point is not that Mrs.
Luce engaged in politics during her ca-
reer, but, Is she qualified to be the Am-
bassador to Bragzil? I have lived all my
life on the border of Mexico, and I have
traveled extensively in Mexico and other
Latin countries, and I think I have an
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understanding of what the people of
those nations seek in the Americans who
not only visit them, but who are sent to
represent the United States in an official
way. Mrs. Luce has these qualities to
an outstanding degree. Her services as
Ambassador to Italy have never been
criticized, to my knowledge. On the
other hand, I have heard nothing but
high praise from friends in Italy for the
way in which she conducted that office.
Mrs., Luce is taking this appointment
seriously. She is learning the language
of the country. She is learning the cus-
toms. She will go to Brazil completely
equipped to step into this position and
do for this country an outstanding job
in representing us and bringing our two
countries closer together.

Life presents many peculiar and dif-
ficult to understand situations, and, cer-
tainly, when the senior Senator from
Oregon and the junior Senator from
Arkansas, who were leaders in the fight
against the late Senator McCarthy, en-
gage in what I believe to be the same
tactics they accused Senator McCarthy
of using, we find a most incongruous
picture.

I hope that the Foreign Relations
Committee, in its next meeting with Mrs.
Luce, will conduct questioning as to her
ability, and not as to her activities as a
politician, for if she is to be judged by
political remarks, then all of us in poli-
tics are open to criticism, because none
of us has been pure in our references to
opposition parties or candidates during
periods of election.

Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona.

LEGISLATION IN THE LABOR-MAN-
AGEMENT FIELD

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
with the Kennedy labor bill reported to
the Senate by the commitiee and the
majority report and minority views filed,
it now becomes our duty to consider this
bill, S. 1555, on its merits as a reform
measure in the labor-management field.

The weaknesses and inadequacies of
this bill are apparent to the public, have
long been apparent to colleagues who
recognize the need for truly effective leg-
islation, and now are evidently apparent
to its own proponents. This revelation
came about as the majority faction of
the Labor and Public Welfare Commit-
tee decided the no-man’s land provi-
sion did not meet their own requirements,
and they proposed striking that provi-
sion from the bill. Sponsors were will-
ing even to report a bill with a void in
this area, with the agreement they would
accept without reservation the recom-
mendation of the 12-man labor commit=
tee panel of experts if this recommenda-
tion were made unanimously.

Just yesterday in executive session it
was decided that the provisions relating
to no-man’s land, which would require
each State to set up subservient arms of
the NLRB which would take their in-
structions from Washington, really did
not solve the problem. But, rather, it
would nearly double the present 2-year
lag in processing cases hefore the Na-
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tional Labor Relations Board. When we
consider the turmoil caused in a busi=-
ness which has a case before the Board,
this provision is certain to increase the
number of business failures, and hence
increase the unemployment rolls.

In view of this, the committee agreed
they would be willing to strike this no-
man’s land provision should the panel
of experts be able to offer any kind of
an acceptable substitute next week. In
such a rush were they to report some
kind of labor hill, regardless of its effec-
tiveness, that they were willing to report
a bill void in this important respect in
the hope that the panel later would
magically produce the wanted solution.

We of the minority have watched the
evolution of this bill, and this is just
one more example of the slipshod legisla-
tive technique and shoddy draftsman-
ship which characterize this bill.

If there is any doubt about how the
public feels about this bill, here is an
excerpt from an editorial in the High
Bridge, N.J., Gazette, printed on March
5 of this year:

A vote for the Eennedy bill is an easy out
for the nervous lawmaker who, for a number
of reasons, may prefer not to irritate the
labor bosses, and whose constituents are un-
informed or indifferent or both. He can then
please the labor barons and pose at the
same time as a champion of labor union
reform. On the other hand, the conscien-
tlous Congressman who realizes what a phony
bill this is must be a very brave man to vote
against it when there is no hint of support
or appreciation from the homefolks, Useful
as this bill could be to the union hierarchy—
whose "fat cats” will bring every pressure to
bear for its passage—lt is a disservice to the
rank and file union member and an insult
t0 the public at large.

On previous occasions the gimmicks
of this bill have been cited. These gim-
micks are intended to give the bill a
facade of effectiveness, an appearance of
dealing with abuses in the labor-man-
agement field, and of placing in the
hands of union members the rightful
control of their organizations, But the
bill does nothing of the kind, as has been
shown time and again, because of the
shallowness and deceptiveness of its
language.

To legislate effectively a true labor re-
form bill, we must first eliminate these
gimmicks and write into the bill provi-
sions which truly give the union member
protection of his rights as a citizen.

This is only one step toward giving
the public the type of legislation they
demand.

Second, we must drop the Taft-Hart-
ley amendments which are irrelevant to
corruption and racketeering. Amend-
ments to correct these abuses are the
substance of a bill which is to be titled
a labor-reform bill. Revisions in other
areas of the Taft-Hartley law ought
rightly to be left to the 12-man panel
of labor law experts appointed by the
Labor Committee specifically to study
this problem.

The final step is the adoption of
amendments to correct six glaring loop-
holes in the Kennedy bill.

They are:

First. Impose fiduciary obligations,
enforcible by union members, on the
officials of labor unions.
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Second. Impose the effective sanctions
of denial of tax immunity and of access
to the National Labor Relations Board,
the National Mediation Board, and so
forth, to unions which violate the bill's
provisions.

Third. Solve the problems arising out
of the no-man's land by permitting
the States to exercise jurisdiction in
those classes of labor cases which the
Federal Labor Board refuses to enter-
tain.

Fourth. Limit organizational and rec-
ognition picketing by unions which
clearly do not represent a majority of
the employees of the picketed employer.

Fifth. Close the loopholes in the pres-
ent law dealing with secondary hoycotts.

Sixth. Limit effectively political ex-
penditures and contributions by labor
unions.

It is clear that what is needed, and
what the public is insistently demanding,
is Federal legislation designed both to
assure some minimum measure of in-
ternal union democracy and effectively
to curb corruption and racketeering
which the MecClellan committee re-
vealed.

It now becomes our task to piece to-
gether effective legislation, salvaging a
bill rushed to the Senate in a state of
complete unreadiness, and transfusing
into it the strength and fiber which its
sponsors adamantly refused to accept.

I ask unanimous consent that a num-
ber of quotations from editorials across
the Nation be printed in the REcoRD
at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the extracts
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

EpITORIAL COMMENTS FroM LEADING NEWS-
PAPERS CONCERNING LABOR REFORM LEGISLA-
TION

Springfield (Mass.) Republican: “There
are things in the administration bill which
are stronger than any EeNNEDY has yet sug-
gested and which are needed.”

Tulsa Tribune: “There will be several
labor-management reform bills introduced
at this session. The first of these is already
in, It is Senator KENNEDY's weak-kneed
measure. He omitted entirely reference to
secondary boycotts, blackmall picketing,
Federal Trade Commission regulation of
union restraints or the endowment of the
Secretary of Labor with power to investigate
racketeering cases.

“President Eisenhower's program does not
dodge these paramount issues. He proposes
bluntly to ‘give the Secretary of Labor power
to police union fund accounting and require
democratic procedure in union operation';
to ‘tighten present secondary boycott bans
of the Taft-Hartley Act so as to prohibit
coercion of employers as well as employees’;
to ‘prohibit picketing to give a union bar-
baining rights in cases where employees
have indicated they don't want a union."

Milwaukee Journal: “The President's 20-
point program is remarkable for its restraint.

“But Eennedy needs to be held to his
pledge that a second measure incorporating
Taft-Hartley changes will be forthcoming.
And at minimum, this bill should include
the Eisenhower restrictions on picketing,
secondary boycotts, and broader powers to
the States."

St. Louls Post Dispatch: “The public in-
terest in this affair is an effective but mod-
erate and nonpunitive labor law which in-
cludes reasonable restraints on picketing
and secondary boycotts as well as rules for
funds reporting and union democracy. The
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administration bill meets that requirement;
the Eennedy bill does not.”

Pueblo (Colo.) Chieftain: “Instead of the
provision which establishes a new unfair
labor practice, which is picketing for the
purpose of ‘the personal profit or enrich-
ment of any individual by taking or obtain-
ing any money or other thing of value from
such employer against his will or with his
consent,” the Bureau believes that it is a
much broader issue which should prohibit
picketing of an employer, whose employees
do not wish to join a union, which is com-
monly disruptive to the business of the em-
ployer, but under such pressure forces the
employer to give in and sign up whether
most of his employees want to or not.

“The Bureau contends that this is com-
pulsion by a minority, or by complete
strangers, and not legitimate collective bar-
gaining.”

Oskland Tribune:

“Secretary Mitchell has no objection to
the two-package approach, as long as one
of the packages contains provisions that out-
law secondary boycotts and blackmail picket-
ing, and that there is assurance they will not
be sidetracked.

“‘We must demand,” he declared, ‘that
despite obstacles put in the way by special
groups, this session of Congress enact the
laws that America needs.’

“It is not an impossible demand. In
truth, it is sensible, and is one that must be
met. If the contemporary Democratic
leadership for any reason fails or refuses to
enact such laws, then the American public
will have been deprived of protection that it
needs and which a big portion wants.”

Wall Street Journal:

“The administration submitted a fairly
comprehensive bill designed to protect union
members from abuse by their own leadership
and to protect the public from certain union
abuses. It is a much stronger bill than that
offered by Democratic Senator KENNEDY,

“The administration’s proposals for deal-
ing with abuses such as secondary boyecotts
and blackmall picketing are necessary not
only in themselves. They are also necessary
as grim reminders to Congress and the people
that the larger problem of union power must
be tackled at its sources, including the
unions' immunity from laws applied to all
other citizens.”

Syracuse Herald-Journal:

“His [President Eisenhower's] new labor
bill would tighten restraints, for example, on
secondary boycotts and blackmail picketing.

“We agree with Secretary of Labor Mitchell.
These are cardinal provisions.

“Neither is in the labor-management re-
form bill introduced January 20 by Senator
JouN F. KENNEDY."”

St. Paul Pioneer Press: “President Elsen-
hower’s proposals for new labor legislation
are moderate, constructive and not of a puni-
tive nature. His program is mainly intended
to protect honest unionism and the public
against corruption and racketeering. He
also proposes reasonable regulation of sec-
ondary boycotts and so-called blackmail
picketing.”

Wilmington News:

“On the whole, however, the proposals [the
administration’s] should have considerable
appeal to both labor and management.

“This is true because the President has
addressed himself primarily to correcting
evils and improper practices that should be
ended for the good of all concerned. Em-
ployers have much to gain if they can deal
with honest unions and honest labor lead-
ers—and the unions themselves, officials and
members both, have much to gain from the
house-cleaning that these reforms would
bring about.

“To our mind, the President should be
given credit for addressing himself to the
main problem confronting the Congress now
and coming forward with a program that
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would have a chance of enactment. Cer-
tainly it would, if enacted, go a long way to
‘assure the American public that true, re-
sponsible collective bargaining can be car-
ried on with full protection to the rights and
freedoms of workers, and adequate guaran-
tees of the public interest.’ "

Kansas City (Mo.) Star:

“Yet as the administration’'s labor program
emphasizes, there is much more to be done.
Particularly has Secretary Mitchell empha-
sized the practices of the secondary boycott
and organizational picketing.

“The administration’s one-package labor
proposal is a comprehensive plan that would
give the Nction the fair and workable labor
code it has never had.

“Secretary Mitchell has given no ground in
his demand for tight regulation of secondary
boycotts and organizational picketing * * *.
We see nothing punitive in the amendments
but, rather, they recognize the obligations of
any segment of the economy, be it labor,
business or what have you.

“But we detect a growing demand for pub-
lic protection. It will have to come eventu-
ally. Those who ignore the public interest
now, will have to accept responsibility for
the failure."”

San Francisco Examiner:

“Of the two, the administration bill is
preferable.

“The administration bill thus deals with
abuses disclosed by the McClellan commit-
tee’s investigation of labor racketeering.

“In addition, it seeks to improve the legal
processes for preventing or adjusting labor
disputes.

“It would do all that the Kennedy bill
purports to do, and some things besides
which the Kennedy bill omits.

“In our opinion, the administration bill
is an earnest effort to protect the interests
of labor, management, and the public. If it
bhas flaws, let them be developed in honest
debate.”

Hartford Courant: “There is no doubt that
the Eisenhower 20-item program is more
comprehensive than that submitted by Mr.
KENNEDY.”

Beaumont (Tex.) Enterprise: “When one
considers the vast and growing power of
labor unions and the dagger which that
power holds at the economic heart of the
Nation when unscrupulous men are in con-
trol, he must conclude that Mr. Elsenhower’s
program is moderate and full reasonable.

“With dangerous characters like James R.
Hoffa on the loose, one wonders why the
Chief Executive’s proposals were not even
stronger."”

Portland Oregonian: “An amendment (in
the administration bill) to the secondary
boycott provisions would protect employers
and employees not directly involved in a
labor dispute. But it would clarify the right
of a union to picket farmed out work of
struck employers and permit secondary pick-
eting of employees engaged in work at a
common construction site with the primary
employer, under certain circumstances.

“A second proposal * * * is to prohibit
plcketing for organizational purposes of an
employer who has recognized another union
in accordance with law, or where a repre-
sentation election has been held within the
past 12 months, or where ‘it cannot be dem-
onstrated that there is a sufficient showing
of interest on the part of the employees.’

“The use of pickets for the purposes of
union organization where no legitimate labor
dispute exists cannot be justified. Similarly,
the extension of secondary activities againsst
employers and their workers should be clear=
ly banned and the present evastion of the
law eliminated."”

Plainfield (N.J.) Courier-News: “The Ken-
nedy bills skip over the matter of union
secondary boycotts against third-party em-
ployers as well as prohibiting picketing
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where employees have indicated they do not
want a union.

“Democrats and Republicans agree that
some action should be taken by Congress in
an attempt to take the rackets out of the
unions.

“The President's message was designed to
curb such abuse.

“When, and if, Democratic Members of
Congress are faced with a decision on the
questions of secondary boycotts and picket-
ing to force union affiliation they should
keep one thing in mind. Some of the Dem-
ocrats in Congress may owe their election
in part to union support, but they were
elected to represent all of the people.”

Springfield (Ohio) News: “Mr. Elsenhower
has presented a package that includes other
needed changes in the Taft-Hartley law.
uost of these proposals should be enacted,

"Most important among them are pro-
visions to outlaw organizational picketing
and secondary boycotts, and to protect the
integrity of long-term contracts that do not
carry reopening clauses. Amendments want-
ed by labor and recognized as fair hy the
late Senator Robert A. Taft have to do with
the non-Communist oath and eligibility of
strikers to vote in representation elections.”

East Liverpool (Ohio) Review: “The Presi-
dent’s recommendations, if adopted outright,
would take unionism off the defensive in
the United States and give it the status
its most farsighted leaders have sought for
it—the status it can never enjoy as long
as some elements in unionism are admittedly
and brazenly dishonest and corrupt.”

Rockford Register-Republic: “Labor-re-
form proposals submitted by President Eisen-
hower to Congress Wednesday are much more
complete and would be far more effective
than the piecemeal bill thrown into the
hopper last week by Senator JoHN KENNEDY,
the Massachusetts Democratic presidential
hopeful.

“The real objective of the President’s labor
proposals is to put a halt to improper prac-
tices without imposing arbitrary restrictions
or punitive measures on legitimate activities
of honest labor and management officials.
Mr. Eisenhower’s broad program gets to the
core of many of the illegal and strong-arm
practices of unscrupulous labor leaders.

“Mr. Eisenhower includes some of labor's
requests in his proposals,

“In the main, adoption of the President’s
recommendations would be a long step to-
ward ending the abuses of power and the
improper practices which the public demands
be outlawed.”

Philadelphia Inquirer: “Sincere friends of
labor, Democrats as well as Republicans, have
spoken out strongly against both secondary
boycotts and blackmail picketing. We he-
lieve Senator KEENNEDY, in Wednesday's com-~
mittee session, offered no valuable reasons
why his bill should not cover this ground.

“Reform legislation should avoid any un-
due restrictions upon labor and its essential
rights. But the need for real, permanent
reforms should not be shrugged aside. The
administration labor bill faces up squarely
to the task of dealing with blackmail picket-
ing and secondary boycotts. The Kennedy
bill does not.”

Rock Island Argus: “The Eisenhower ad-
ministration’s labor bill is a considerable im-
provement over the Kennedy bill, formerly
known as the Kennedy-Ives bill.

“It goes further in cracking down on union
corruption. It sets up no new restrictions
on management in regard to spending for
employee relations. Its provisions regarding
the Taft-Hartley Act are more realistic.

“It would impose tighter restrictions on
secondary boycotts—an issue that the EKen-
nedy bill completely overlooks—and bar or-
ganizational picketing where employers have
rejected a union.”
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Wilkes-Barre Record: “Eisenhower pre-
sents his program as a complete approach to
curbing labor-management abuses, includ-
ing picketing-boycott provisions.”

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette: “But there are
important dissimilarities. The administra-
tion bill provides stiffer penalties. Under it,
for example, employers and unions who vio-
late its terms can lose access to the National
Labor Relations Board, and a recalcitrant
union can lose its privilege of tax exemption.
The administration bill, unlike Senator Kex-
NEDY'S, would considerably strengthen the
curb on secondary boycotts—on those activi-
ties whereby a union in conflict with one
employer puts the pressure on other em-
ployers who do business with him. And the
administration bill would deal far more ex-
tensively than Senator KeNNEDY's with so-
called blackmall picketing—as, for example,
when a union tries to force an employer to
recognize it as bargaining agent although
another union already holds that right law-
fully. Senator Kenneoy would ban such
picketing only where the object is to extort
money from the employer.”

Lancaster (Pa.) New Era: “Both deal with
racketeering labor leaders; the Jimmy Hoffas,
Dave Becks, and Johnny Dios. The Kennedy
bill, for all practical purposes, stops there.
The Eisenhower measure goes further. It
would deal with such mratters as secondary
boyeotts, blackmall picketing, ete.

“On this point, Senator KeNNEDY says
‘broad Taft-Hartley revisions * * # should
-definitely be considered by the Congress this
‘year, and I can definitely assure the Senate
that a second labor bill will be reported to
the floor this year.'

“Well, if the Senator really means that,
why not have him accept the President's pro-
posal, merge them with his own and enact
them? As a matter of fact, the administra-
tlon measure is remarkable for its restraints.”

Port Huron (Mich.) Times-Herald: “To the
extent that it gets to the heart of the ob-
noxious union practices and would focus
publicity and governmental scrutiny on rec-
ords, President Eisenhower's labor reform
‘bill demands the attention and support of
every Member of Congress.

“Because it demands amendment of the
Taft-Hartley law to impose tighter curbs on
secondary boycotts and outlawing coercive
picketing, the administration measure would
provide the best answer so far to the unethi-
cal practices of some labor unions.

“We can see no justice in continuing a
practice which permits picketing to compel
an employer to give union bargaining rights
in cases where employees have indicated they
don't want a union—that's un-American.”

Burlington (Vt.) Free Press: "Senator Ken-
NEDY, of Massachusetts, has dropped the pale
Kennedy-Ives labor bill in the hopper again,
with a few changes.

“KeNNEDY leaves out two vital measures
which the Elsenhower administration con-
slders vital to labor reform. It does not out-
law the secondary boycott and blackmall
picketing.

“Kenwepy defends his weak bill by saying
it deals with racketeering only, using provi-
slons on which everyone can agree, and leaves
‘problems of collective bargaining and eco-
nomic power' for separate consideration.”

St. Louls Globe-Democrat:

“Of the two labor law proposals now before
Congress, that of President Eisenhower is
manifestly better for the Nation's welfare,

“Mr. Elsenhower's plan includes virtually
all the corrections envisaged by Senator
KenNNEDY'Ss bill against internal union cor-
ruption, bribery, and racketeering. And it
goes much further.

“The Ike measure also would prohibit sec=
ondary boyeotts and outlaw blackmail pick-
eting designed to force an employer to deal
with a union representing a minority of his
employees—or perhaps no employees at all.
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*“The secondary boycott should have been
barred years ago.

“The Eisenhower proposals are far from
harsh to labor, much less rigid than demands
made by some of the more conservative
members of his party.

“Should any labor measure by adopted by
this Congress, in event of a radical upset in
present outlook, it certainly should be the
President’s bill. The EKennedy plan would
be the mildest of palliatives, more a pander=-
ing to labor than a reform to labor law.”

Rockford Register-Republican:

“This form of coercive, or racket, picketing
has been used to force owners of numerous
emall businesses to sign contracts with
unions when employees showed an interest
in being represented by the unions; in some
cases, employers who refused to be intimated
have been subjected to violence.

“Secretary Mitchell spoke for the admin-
istration in ecalling for an effective labor law
this year. Without curbs on secondary
boycotts and coercive picketing, a labor bill
would not get to the core of the problem.
It would be only half a loaf.”

Dallas News:

“The Eennedy bill contains more white-
wash than cure.

“Recommendations in the President's
labor message to Congress go much further.
In addition to requiring union funds to be
properly recorded and publicized as the
Kennedy bill would do, the administration
would restrain blackmail picketing and
tighten down on the secondary boycott.

“The worst result might be that enact-
ment of the Kennedy measure might deceive
the public into thinking that labor abuses
had been ended and that the issue could
safely be forgotten. The big need is to
arouse voters to demand a racket curb with
teeth.”

Lima (Ohio) News:

“Both have something to say on shake-
down and coercive picketing.

“But here it seems probable the adminis-
tration measure will be stricter and more
specific. Also that It will supply much-
needed definitions and prohibitions on sec-
ondary boycotts.”

Wichita Falls (Tex.) Times:

“The Kennedy bill, however, still lacks
teeth,

“Witnesses who have appeared before the
Senate Labor Subcommittee on the Kennedy
bill have voiced two major objections. Its
provisions do not adequately protect the
right of individual union members to have
a say in union affairs, which hints that it
still won't hit such targets as the Teamster's
Hoffa, and it does not stop practices which
have enabled corrupt union leaders to get
and retain their positions of dominance—
organizational picketing and secondary boy-
cotts.

“At this point, the Kennedy bill seems
premature and at best only a start, not the
finished product, toward the labor reforms
which the findings of the McClellan com-
mlittee have made urgent.”

Washington (Pa.) Observer: "But when
union processes, such as picketing and juris-
dictional boycotts, are used to throttle busi-
ness enterprises which are not involved in
existing labor disputes, certainly unions are
going too far.”

Columbus Dispatch: “If the final choice is
between the administration and the Kennedy
measures—and this would seem to be the
case—the administration proposal is much
more specific and much fairer to the public
at large.”

Utica Observer-Dispatch:

“Monitor Smith compared the Kennedy
bill to a teapot with a hole in it. It looks
attractive but it won't work.

“He sald he found rank and file teamsters
agreed with him that the Democratic bill
fails to take care of the question of reprisals
and it permits corrupt labor union leaders to
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use the most effective weapon they have
for corruption and coercion * * *,the recog-
nition of organizational picket lines.”

Hudson (Mass.) Sun (under byline of Col-
umnist Ralph Robey) : “The administration
bill is both a better and a stronger measure.
In general it also prohibits wrongdoing
within unions, but it goes farther. It also
provides controls over secondary boycotts and
coercive picketing.”

San Diego Union:

“If we are to have labor legislation worthy
of the name, the rights of the worker must
be protected. He cannot be permitted to be
used as an instrument for entrenching and
expanding the power of a corrupt labor boss.
The secondary boycott and blackmail picket-
ing can be used to force the worker to be an
unwilling accessory to extortion.

“The Eisenhower administration has
shaped its labor bill to meet these evils. But
Senator Jonn F. KeEnwepy, Democrat, of
Massachusetts, has ignored them in his pro-
posed legislation. Senator KENNEDY's thesis
is that a bill protecting union democracy
and touching on procedural reforms within
the unions is enough.

“But corruption is much more than an
internal affair. It affects the national in-
terest. It will do no good to disclose the
symptoms of corruption without striking
agalnst the basic causes of it. Secondary
boycotts and blackmail picketing have been
identified as causes.

“If that is so, they should be eradicated.
Organized labor has a responsibility in this,
too, and must give its best consideration to
the proposed legislation.”

Ogden Standard-Examiner: “President
Eisenhower demands a ban on blackmail
picketing and secondary boycotts in any
labor legislation Congress passes. Secretary
of Labor James P. Mitchell is backing him
up in these demands. They have a tough
fight on their hands but they deserve to
succeed."

San Diego Tribune;

“The two proposals show thelr major dif-
ferences when it comes to outside reforms.

“The administration bill is much broader
in this respect. It contains provisions
against secondary boycotts and blackmail
picketing.

“The EKennedy bill does not touch these
problems. The Senator maintains that
amendments to the Taft-Hartley Act—the
place to get at such matters as picketing
and boycotts—ought to be placed in a sepa-
rate labor reform bill.

“But these are the very abuses about which
the public has been aroused by disclosures
of the McClellan committee,

“Do-nothing or half measures simply won't
do in 1959.”

Pensacola Journal:

“It will be remembered that a second labor
bill never got through the last session and
Secretary Mitchell, therefore, is wise in urg-
ing that the pressure be kept on the Demo-
crats not to forget the whole package.

“The publie is fed up with many of labor's
practices and the Democrats will lose rather
than galn support if they fail this time to
put through adequate controlling legislation,
especlally as they have plenty of votes to
do so0.”

Peoria Journal Star:

“The milksop Kennedy-Ervin labor bill
salled through the Senate labor subcom-
mittee yesterday without the prohibitions of
blackmail picketing and secondary boycotts
which are necessary to any effective labor leg-
islation,

“It will not be satisfactory to the country,
nor will it be of any effect in eurbing labor
abuses, unless the amendments voted down
by the subcommittee are added to the bill
before it receives final Senate action.”

Knozxville Journal:

“As has been pointed out here, even when
finally enacted the Kennedy bill Wwill achleve
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nothing so far as the public iIs concerned.
The bill has been presented to the country
as one which is supposed to protect the
money of the union member as well as other
rights of the country as a whole.

“The worst thing about it—and undoubt=
edly this represented EENNEDY's real purpose
in offering it—is that its enactment will
effectively block all attempts to pass a bill
which would really meet the requirements
of the country in respect to placing a curb
of some kind on union bosses’ power. The
majority in Congress will take the position
that a reform bill has already been placed
on the books and no additional legislation
is therefore needed.”

Bristol (Conn.) Press:

“Secretary of Labor James P. Mitchell has
long been on record against any legislation
which could be described as punitive toward
labor. His record with reputable labor
leaders has been a good one.

“Under the circumstances, it might be
reasoned that when the Secretary speaks of
the type of legislation needed to correct labor
abuses that labor leaders might be inclined
to side with them convinced that he really
has their interests at heart.

“Mitchell is convinced that the Congress
must act into law the most just proposals
now being considered and he further con-
siders the administration bill as the best
that has been offered.

“He has told the Congress that Senators
LynpoN JoHNsoON and JoHN F. KENNEDY have
the votes to do as they wish. No half mea-
sures will suffice. Despite obstacles which
will be posed by special interests, it is up
to Congress to pass the type of legislation
that America needs.”

Greenville (S5.C.) News:

“The administration’s offer to accept a
two package labor bill this year puts Con-
gress right where it belongs—on the spot.

“Until Secretary of Labor Mitchell made
the offer, there seemed a good chance that
Congress would put on a repeat performance
of last year's fiasco when no labor bill at
all was passed. As a result, even the hood-
lums infesting the union business escaped
punishment.

“This year Senator KenNepy has an-
nounced he will offer again his mild bill.
It is on the side of the angels, carrylng the
stamp of approval of both the AFL-CIO and
the NAM. It is aimed only at the hooligans
like Jimmy Hoffa and Johnny Dio and the
union treasury robbers like Dave Beck who
have disgraced the union movement.

“But Secretary Mitchell and several Sen-
ate and House Members promise not to rest
on that. They will also back legislation
aimed at curing other ills flowing from the
abuse of union power.”

Akron Beacon-Journal:

“‘Whatever the packaging, it’s the product
that counts.’

“With these words Secretary of Labor
James P. Mitchell made it clear that the
administration won't argue as to whether
Congress writes labor legislation in one bill
or in two. v

“This puts responsibility squarely on the
Democratic leadership. There can be no ex-
cuse for failing to pass antiracket legisla-
tion, which is supposedly favored by almost
everyone but which got shunted aside at the
last session.”

[From the Savannah Morning News, Mar. 27,
1959

FrEE UnTtoN MEMBERS FROM BONDAGE

There's an old joke about the Boy Scout
who was asked by his Scoutmaster, “What did
you do as your good turn today?"”

“I helped an old lady across the street,”
replied the lad.

“Good for you,” sald the Scoutmaster.

“Yeah,” said the boy. “I had a hard time
doing it, too. You see, she didn't want to
cross the street.”
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The story points up the core of the issue
involved in labor reform legislation now
pending before Congress. Many labor bosses,
in the name of doing a good turn, force
“help” upon a person who didn’t ask for help
and compel him to do something he didn't
want to do in the first place.

Free workers have every right to organize
voluntarily. But no one has the right to
force them to organize involuntarily.

While the issue is clouded in many thou-
sands of words, basically it is a question of
free voluntary unionism versus slave invol-
untary unionism.

The Democratic-sponsored Kennedy bill
(S, 505) confines its reforms principally to
better measures for putting certain crooked
labor bosses in jail. It would, however,
leave the door wide open for continued coer-
cion in the name of labor. It would, in ef=-
fect, permit the Boy Scout to qualify for his
good turn by dragging the old lady across the
street by her gray hair if she refused to come
along nicely.

The administration-backed Goldwater bill
(8. 748) also provides for better methods of
putting the crooks in jail, and it does a more
thorough job in this respect than the Ken-
nedy measure. But on the matter of coer-
cion, it provides that the wishes of the old
lady be taken into consideration before any
good turn is chalked up for the day.

Every evil, every form of labor corruption
that has been brought to light by the Mec~
Clellan committee, may be traced to the
source of involuntary unionism. Whether
they involved payoffs for insurance, misman=-
agement of pension funds, bribery for soft
contracts, shakedowns of legitimate business
for protectlon, stealing in the form of loans
that are never repaid, or any other form of
corruption, in every case it was the result of
machinations of union bosses individually.
In no instance did labor itself—that is the
union members—vote to permit these crimes
in their name.

The reason is simple—their union member-
ship had little meaning and therefore it en-
gendered little responsibility. Many mem-
bers never joined, they were signed up when
they applied for work. They had about as
much say-so about it as about their with-
holding tax. Often they had less, for Gov=
ernment elections guarantee the right to vote
whether your dues are paid or not, and they
are held more frequently than some union
elections.

A case this week in Miami, Fla., involving
the Teamsters, Jimmy Hoffa's notorlous
racket, is an example. The union bosses
sought to bring pressure on an employer by
exploiting racial tension—the workers them-
selves didn't even know what was going on.
Had the workers wanted to joint the Team-
sters, they could have done so very easily, and
they could strike if necessary for concessions
from employers. But that isn't the way such
unions are run. The union boss deals di-
rectly with the employer—the workers are
just pawns. If the employer yields, the men
don't join, they are signed up whether they
want to or not, or fired, and the union begins
extracting tribute. Those who protest are
advised to make sure their accident insur-
ance is paid up.

Other unions which wear the mantle of
respectability are just as guilty. When loop-
holes in the law permit the bosses to enjoy
a guaranteed dues-paying membership, there
is no incentive for responsibility to the mem-
bers. After all—they can't get disgusted and
quit, not if they want to eat.

The way to have responsible unions is to
make them responsible—to their own mem-
bers, by emancipating these members from
all forms of compulsion. The union bosses
are spending millions to defeat legislation
that would free their own members from
bondage.

Let every provision of the opposing labor
reform bills be examined in the light of
whether it will increase the influence of
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union members or union bosses. And let's

have the courage to resolve every case in favor
of union members,

[From the Palm Beach Post-Times, Apr. 5,
1069]
MAJORITY PARTY

The “majority party” in the United States
today is Walter Reuther’s COPE—organized
labor's Committee on Political Education.

That was the flat statement of U.S. Sena=
tor Earr E. Muwnpr Republican of South
Dakota, before a meeting of the Executives
Club of the Palm Beaches here last week.
In support of his contention he declared
that COPE has more political workers, more
publications, and more campalgn funds than
the other parties combined. And more
Members of Congress, he sald, are beholden
to COPE than to either the Democrats or the
Republicans.

Assuming that this is true—and we have
no reason to doubt it—whither are we head-
ing?

The present direction, at least, is obviously
toward the Socialist-Labor government about
which Donald R. Richberg warns in his book
on the labor union monopoly. If such an
economic dictatorship is achieved, the end
is in sight for the constitutional government
and constitutional liberties which made
America a great Nation.

Already millions of working people are liv-
ing under a form of dictatorship, imposed on
them by a handful of labor bosses who even
now are working hard to tighten their grip
on their subjects. Their immediate objec-
tive toward that end is passage of what pur=~
ports to be a labor reform bill now before.
the U.S. Senate—the so-called Kennedy-
Eryin bill.

Senator MunpT termed this a “namby-
pamby” piece of legislation which has not a
single effective paragraph in it. Ostensibly
designed to protect the rights of the individ-
ual worker as well as those of the general
publie, it lacks the basic elements needed to
accomplish either objective.

Most glaring deficiencies of the bill are its
failure to deal with the two worst racketeer-
ing abuses disclosed by the McClellan com-
mittee heari ndary boycotts and
blackmall picketing. It gives the member=-
ship no control over strikes, provides no fidu-
ciary relationship between dues-paying
members and their fund-handling officials,
and ignores the practice of compulsory levies
for political purposes.

It does carry a requirement for an honest,
secret ballot in electing union officers, but
makes no provision for an honest count of
the ballots. Neither does it guarantee union
members freedom of speech on union mat-
ters, equal protection of union rules, the
right to a fair trial for alleged infraction of
union rules, nor the right to appeal an ad-
verse decision.

It should surprise no one, then, that the
Eennedy-Ervin bill has the support of the
union bosses. And Senator MUNDT, among
others, sees in this fact the measure of the
bill’'s value as a labor reform measure.
The big union bosses, need some innocuous
piece of legislation which they can sell as a
cure for the evils disclosed by the McClellan
committee to a public which was aroused,
and, for a time at least, was demanding an
effective remedy.

Bad to say, even the Florida delegation in
Washington has shown a tendency to go
along with this legislative farce. When the
prototype of the present bill went through
the congressional mill last year—the
EKennedy-Ives bill—only Representatives
HerLONG, HALEY, and CramEr voted against
it. Voting in favor were Senators (GEORGE
SmATHERS and SPESsARD HoLrnaAnD, and the
Representative from our own district, Pauvrn
Rogers, The bill was defeated in the House,
but with the new COPE-stacked Congress,
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its successor may be rammed through this
ear,

§ If it is, COPE and ADA will have scored
a signal victory, and the Democratic and
Republican minority parties will have been
shoved farther into the background. The
powerful labor bosses will have been ap-
peased, polifical expediency will have been
served, and the Reuther forces will have ad-
vanced another giant stride toward complete
control.

°  We will let Senator MunpT ask the perti-
nent question: “Are we going to face the facts
and keep America free—and American?”

NEED OF EXPANDED ATRLINE
SERVICE IN KANSAS

Mr, CARLSON. Mr. President, Kan-
sas is greatly in need of expanded air-
line service. In large areas in my State
no present airline service is available.
The lack of such service is working to
the detriment of many communities in
more than half the State.

There is pending before the Civil
Aeronautics Board an application for
greatly expanded airline service, under
docket No. 5482. Extended hearings
have been held and I cannot urge too
strongly early action on the applica-
tion,

Yesterday, at Salina, Kans., a meeting
was held by representatives from the
affected areas, including Great Bend,
Hays, Manhattan, Pittsburgh, Goodland,
Topeka, Oberlin, Concordia, Beloit,
Salina, Emporia, Parsons, Independence,
Kansas City, Junction City, and Hill
City, who urged immediate action on
docket No. 5482.

I ask unanimous consent that the tele-
gram may be made a part of these
remarks and printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the tele-
gram was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

Bariva, KEans,, April 16, 1959.
Hon, FRANK CARLSON,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The undersigned cities and their respective
chambers of commerce meeting in Salina,
Eans., this date as Mayors’ Committee of
the State of Kansas through the auspices
and organization of the Kansas State Cham-
ber of Commerce; do hereby jointly and sev-
erally protest any further delay or contin-
uance in the Kansas-Oklahoma local service
case, docket No. 5482, et al., and respectfully
request an early decision therein.

R. E. Morrison, Great Bend; Merle
O'Loughlin, Hays; Myron Rooks, Man-
hattan; James Bevelll, Pittsburg;
Selby 8. Soward, Goodland; Lawrence
R. Smith, Topeka; Marie Engleman,
Chairman Joint Cities of Western
Kansas—represents 12 western cities;
Donald Frederickson, Oberlin; Dean
W. Larson, Concordia; Wayne Moran,
Beloit; Harold Yeager, Salina; H. E.
Hamlin, Emporia; Keeney Charles,
Parsons; R. P, Johnson, Independence;
Charles F. Arnold, Kansas City; Rob-
ert K. Weary, Junction City; Don
Fredrickson, Oberlin; Ralph Bethell,
Hill City.

FREE WORLD REGRETS DULLES’
RESIGNATION

Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, the resig-
nation of Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles has sorrowfully stirred the hearts
of men, not only in this country, but
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around the world. At the same time, it
has stimulated a reevaluation of his out-
standing role as Secretary of State.

The heartfelt regrets expressed by the
President, Members of Congress, and
other leaders and responsible people in
this country and abroad have been mul-
tiplied manyfold in other lands. Over
all, these illustrate the high esteem and
respect which Mr. Dulles’ service to his
country and to the cause of world peace
has engendered in the hearts of man-
kind.

As could be expected, the single ex-
ception is the report of joy in the Com-
munist bloc. However, this too, in its
own way, is a tribute to Mr. Dulles’ con-
tribution to the cause of peace and free-
dom—to his stalwart opposition to the
efforts of communism to expand its
sphere of control and influence.

A major conviction and a realistic one
by which Mr. Dulles conducted policies
relating to the Communists—which, no
doubt, they disliked—was that no agree-
ment with Moscow was worth anything,
unless it was self-enforeing.

As we look to the future, we get a bet-
ter idea of this great man’s service
to his country if we assess the scope and
magnitude of the responsibility which
must now fall upon his successor.

Today’s newspapers carry tributes to
the Secretary’s outstanding service fo
his country, as well as report the sorrow
and regret felt around the world at his
resignation.

I request unanimous consent to have
one such article, by Joseph W. Grigg in
today's Washington Post and Times
Herald, printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

ONLY RED BLoc CHEERED BY NEwS DULLES

MusT QUIT STATE DEPARTMENT
(By Joseph W. Grigg)

Lowpow, April 15.—America’s free world
allies expressed shock and sorrow today at
the resignation of U.S. Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles. The Communist Czech
radio applauded the news.

Radio Prague sald Dulles’ resignation was
the “farewell of a typical representative of
the outdated and old-fashioned power pol-
icy.” It was the first comment from behind
the Iron Curtain,

Russia’s Tass news agency distributed the
news of Dulles’ resignation without com-
ment. Dulles has been the Kremlin’s chief
“whipping boy” for years although the cam-
paign of viliflcation had been somewhat
muted since his illness,

UNEXPECTED TRIBUTE

However, an unexpected tribute was pald
to Dulles by an unidentified diplomat at
the Soviet Embassy in London. *“Leaving
policies aside, the man’s devotlon to his
principles were indeed admirable,” he said.

President Elsenhower's announcement
came as a shock, even though it was not
unexpected.

This was mixed somewhat with a feeling
of relief that the die was ﬁ.nally cast. Some
Western officials felt the continued uncer-
talnty about United States policy leadership
was a grave weakness for the West.

A saddened Prime Minister Harold Mac-
millan heard the news a moment before

walking with bowed head from his official
residence at 10 Downing Street on his way
to Parliament.

“This is indeed sad news,” he told Com-
mons. “President Eisenhower once referred
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to Mr. Dulles as a dedicated man. From
my long experience of him, I know how true
this is.”

British Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd ex-
pressed “profound regrets at the decision
that had to be taken.”

French President Charles de Gaulle was
meeting with his cabinet in Paris when the
news arrived. There was no immediate com-
ment from de Gaulle.

DULLES VIEWED AS SYMBOL

However, Premier Michel Debré, Foreign
Secretary Maurice Couve de Murville, and
other members of the government lauded
Dulles,

“Whatever the differences there has been
between the Western Powers, Dulles will re-
main a symbol because of his courage and
fortitude,” Debré sald.

Couve de Murville said “it is sad news to
me, for Mr. Dulles was a personal friend
whom I liked and admired very much.”

A statement issued by the West German
Government at Bonn said Dulles’ resignation
was a heavy loss not only for the American
people but also the whole free world—and
especially the German people.

Adenauer, vacationing at Lake Como in
Italy, voiced his deepest regrets, according to
a spokesman.

German opposition Socialist Deputy Chair-
man Herbert Wehner expressed sympathy
for Dulles in spite of past sharp disagreement
with some of his cold war policles.

In London, opposition labor leader Hugh
Gaitskell said he sometimes disagreed with
Dulles but was sorry to see him resign.

Buckingham Palace said through a spokes-
man: “Queen Elizabeth will be saddened by
the news.”

Field Marshal Viscount Montgomery also
expressed sorrow and sald the West has lost
a tower of strength and Britaln a great
friend.

COMMENT ELSEWHERE

There was this reaction elsewhere:

Rome: Italian Foreign Minister Giuseppe
Pella voiced his deep regret.

The Rev. Avery Dulles, a Jesuit in Rome,
tonight refused comment.

Vienna: Foreign Minister Leopold Figl said
“it is a regrettable fact that Dulles had to
decide on his resignation at a time just
before important political decisions.”

Tokyo: Foreign Minister Alichiro Fujiyama
expressed regret.

The Hague: Netherlands Foreign Minister
Joseph M. A. H. Luns sald Dulles’ resignation
is a great loss to the free world.

Barcelona: Turkish Forelgn Minister Fatin
Rustu Zorlu, visiting Spain, sald Dulles “de-
serves the respect and admiration of all who
love lberty.” Dulles, he said, “was one of
the persons who had confributed the most
to the fight for peace.”

Ottawa: Prime Minister John Diefenbaker
and liberal Opposition Leader Lester B.
Pearson expressed regret. Diefenbaker paid
tribute to Dulles’ dedicated purpose and un-
challengeable integrity.

GOVERNMENT RELEASE OF STOCK-
PILED COPPER

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
copper market in London since March
16, only a month ago, has dropped from
$0.3240 to $0.2890, a decline in the price
of copper of 315 cents a pound.

On yesterday there was submitted in
this body a resolution cosponsored by 20
Senators, asking that the administra-
tion not release any of the 128,000 short
tons of copper it has in 1 of its 3 stock-
piles. In that resolution it is stated:

That 1t 1s the sense of the Senate that
the best interests of the country, from both
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the national security and economic stand-
points, will not be served by the release of
any part of any governmental inventory of
copper at this time, but on the contrary
incalculable damage to the national security
and the economic well-being of the Nation
would result by such action.

Mr. President, for more than 2 years
the hard rock mining industry has been
in difficult straits. Only in the past 5 or
6 months has there been a comeback of
sorts.

This morning I called Mr. Walter
Dougherty, the financial secretary of the
Butte Miners Union and he informed me
that in Butte at the end of March the
number of dues-paying miners was 2,376.
This is approximately 500 more than the
number employed 6 months ago. Mr.
Dougherty told me that he did not have
the figures of the number of craftsmen
working in and around the Butte mines,
but it was his understanding that in-
cluding craftsmen with the miners the
total number of those employed was ap-
proximately 3,020.

In the southern section of Butte there
is a manganese plant but only 3 dues-
paying members are working there at
the present time, whereas 2 years ago
there were in excess of 150 workers.

Mr. President, these facts indicate the
difficulty which those of us who come
from the hard rock regions confront.
Copper, lead, and zinc are the hardest
hit of all the metals, and they have been
the hardest hit for a long time.

I know the distinguished Presiding Of-
ficer of the Senate, our colleague from
Utah [Mr. Moss] is well aware of the sit-
uation in his own State, as is my col-
league the distinguished Senator from
Arizona [Mr. GorpwaTter]l, who had
something to say about this matter yes-
terday.

I should like to point out to the Senate
that 2 years ago more than 5,000 men
were working in the Butte copper mines.
Today, including the craftsmen, only a
few more than 3,000 are employed.

If the decline in the price of copper
continues—and such decline could be
brought about by the release of 128,000
short tons in Government stockpile—it
will mean that a depressed condition will
become much more depressed. I hope,
therefore, that the Office of Civil and De-
fense Mobilization, under the direction
of former Governor Hoegh, of Iowa, will
see fit immediately fo issue a statement
that so far as the Government of the
United States is concerned none of the
128,000 short tons in the stockpile will be
released, to further depress the domestic
economy in this particular field.

I wish to invite the attention of the
Senate to the fact that since yesterday
copper has dropped another three-
fourths cent on the London market. As
a result, because of the uncertainty and
the possibility that the stockpile may be
released in whole or in part, a depressed
condition has been created in the indus-
try which will become worse and not
better unless and until the situation is
brought to a head.

So I ask, in behalf of the people whom
I, in part, represent, the copper miners
in Butte and in the Rocky Mountain
West, that some action be taken by this
administration which will afford some
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stability and a little encouragement to
this industry at this time.

This morning I called Don Paarlberg,
one of the President’s assistants at the
White House. Mr. Paarlberg told me
that the matter was under discussion but
no decision had been reached.

In the interest of all concerned, and
especially insofar as our own economy is
concerned, I hope that this matter will
be settled once and for all.

I also wish to point out in this respect
that, though it is only a rumor, it is my
understanding, on the basis of a pur-
ported statement made by Mr. J. Roy
Price, who is an Assistant Director of the
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization,
that supposedly contacts of some sort
were to have been made with Canada,
Mexico, Peru, and Chile, to indicate to
them that there was a possibility this
was going to be brought about.

Therefore, not only is it important to
our domestic economy that the Govern-
ment’s stockpile be maintained and not
released, but also it is important in the
field of Western Hemispheric relations.

I conclude, Mr. President, by stating
once again that this matter, which is so
important to the economy of the western
area of the country, should be given seri-
ous consideration, and, in line with the
suggestion made by the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. GoLpwATER] on yesterday,
that “this copper should be removed to
a jurisdiction which would prevent any
possibility that it could be dumped on
the markets.”

In that way we could be sure that the
one stockpile over which the Congress
has no jurisdiction—as it evidently has
no jurisdietion over this stockpile—would
be put in one of the other two stockpiles
and thereby would be subject to the will
and the intent of Congress. In this way
we would at least have to be advised of
what was going on and then be in a
position to do something about it.

ITALIAN DECISION TO ACCEPT
IRBM MISSILES

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
as a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I was glad of the Italian decision
to accept IRBM missiles. It deserves to
be acknowledged as a gesture command-
ing respect and appreciation, In fact,
Italy was the first country in continental
Europe to reach agreement for the sta-
tioning of these weapons on its territory
for its own as well as for Western defense.
As we all know, Great Britain had
already done so.

The Italian Government, although
aware of the fierce opposition it would
have met at the hands of the Commu-
nists, persevered in its initiative in the
firm belief it would thus serve the inter-
ests of its own people as well as the
interests of general peace.

I believe that in the face of the violent
campaign launched by the Communists
against the democratic government of
Prime Minister Segni we want to pay our
tribute to all freedom-loving Italians.

I am convinced that there is nothing
more hypocritical than the intimidating
campaign the Communists have been
waging for years and that now is being
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reenacted in Italy. These weapons do
not represent a threat against anybody,
for they will never be used for aggres-
sive purposes. These weapons, like all
the rest of the NATO system, have a
purely defensive character,

It is one more move that aims to the
strengthening of the free world defenses
and represents a bulwark against the as-
pirations of world domination by inter-
national communism.

Like the United States, we know that
Italy has long since stated its position
in favor of general and controlled dis-
armament, Italy has also participated
in the Geneva talks on prevention of
surprise attacks whose progress has been
frustrated—as is the case in other fields
of disarmament—by the constant Soviet
refusal to consent to valid systems of
control.

The Communists should be well aware
of all this and should exert their pres-
sures on the U.S.S.R. in order to make
disarmament possible—not on freedom
loving countries,

Mr. President, the governments that
have been in power in Italy since World
War II have given proof of great in-
sight and political foresight. The de-
cision of Prime Minister Segni's gov-
ernment falls in line with the policies of
Western solidarity and courageous and
timely sense of responsibility that were
first outlined by the late Signor De Gas-
peri.

For these reasons I join in applauding
its initiative, but also emphasize the ever
inereasing importance that Italy has in
world affairs and the wisdom of the
Italian Government in international de-
cisions and the value of consultation with
them prior to the forthcoming talks be-
tween the East and West.

THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF
JUSTICE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, I
wish to commend Vice President Nixon
for his address on Monday evening, April
13, before the Academy of Political Sci-
ence supporting the proposal that the
International Court of Justice be more
fully utilized as an effective instrument
of world peace,

For many years I have advocated
greater reliance on the use of law rather
than force to setfle international dis-
putes. It is gratifying to see more and
more men in public life lending their
support to such an idea.

The International Court of Justice as
a means of settling disputes between na-
tions was supported by President Tru-
man over 13 years ago. The Court was
forcefully and ably backed by the Hon-
orable Dean Acheson in 1946 before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
when he spoke on behalf of President
Truman’s administration in his role as
Under Secretary of State.

The Senate of the United States on
August 2, 1946, by a vote of 62 to 2 ap-
proved Senate Resolution 196, as intro-
duced by the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] and de-
¢lared acceptance by the United States
of the jurisdiction of the International
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Court of Justice in all legal disputes con-
cerning the interpretation of a treaty
and any question of international law.

The resolution quite properly provided
that the Court’s jurisdiction would not
apply to “disputes with regard to matters
which are essentially within the domestic
jurisdiction of the United States.”

An amendment, however, was added
on the Senate floor—the so-called Con-
nally amendment—which provided that
the United States itself would determine

which were domestic disputes and there-.

fore not within the Court’'s jurisdiction.
Similar reserve clauses were later
adopted by almost all of the countries
which have accepted the Court’s juris-
diction. As a result, the International
Court of Justice has operated with its
hands tied. Since the Court was estab-
lished in 1945, it has decided only 10
cases.

There is general agreement among
students of international law that the
Senate’s adoption in 1946 of the Con-
nally amendment was one of the major
causes for the International Court of
Justice being so ineffective. This is
what the distinguished lawyer, Charles
S. Rhyne, past president of the American
Bar Association, and present chairman of
the Committee on World Peace Through
Law of the American Bar Association
said on this point this past March 10:

I am therefore firmly convinced that one
of the major causes for the empty courtroom
of the United Nations' Court is the Connally
reservation which was created by the U.S.
Senate, is maintained by the US. Senate,
and can be removed by the U.S. Senate.

In order to make the International
Court of Justice a more effective instru-
ment of world peace through law, during
the past month I submitted a resolution,
Senate Resolution 94, which would delete
this reserve clause.

I was, therefore, most edified to note
the Vice President’s assurance in his
April 13 address that the administration
will in the near future submit to the
Congress its recommendations for modi-
fication of the reserve clause.

Quite frankly, I have been quite
puzzled as to the reason for the adminis-
tration’s delay in submitting such recom-
mendations in view of the President’s
indication in his state of the Union mes-
sage that proposals would be forthcom-
ing concerning our relationship to the
International Court of Justice.

I have also asked the State Depart-
ment to give us its observations and
views on Senate Resolution 94. Such a
statement has not been forthcoming,
There has been no indication from the
appropriate agencies of the executive
branch.

When I submitted my resolution I
said:

I hope the administration will support my
resolution., I hope the State Department
will come before the Committee on Foreign
Relatlons and in its testimony offer its sup-
port to the resolution.

The announcement this week of the
administration’s interest in the Court
gives me reason to believe that perhaps
my hopes will prove fruitful. Nothing
could please me more. This is an issue
which rises above and beyond partisan
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politics. Efforts to advance the cause
of world peace through law demand the
support of leaders of both of our great
parties united in a common cause on
behalf of peace based upon justice.

It is only logical that the United
States, which has a Government based
upon the rule of law, rather than the
rule of men, should take the lead in pro-
moting the International Court of
Justice. It is not an accident that none
of the Communist countries has ever
agreed to submit to the jurisdiction of
the Court to settle international disputes.

The time is now at hand for the Sen-
ate of the United States to give concrete
evidence of our desire for world peace
through law by deleting the reserve
clause. I may add that it is also late,
and time is running out for the execu-
tive branch to give us its support and its
sense of guidance and direction.

Even if the Soviet Union continues to
reject the Court’s jurisdiction, our action
will indicate to the world which country
is for a just peace based upon law and
which is not. We have, I submit, M.
President, nothing to lose and every-
thing to gain. But it will require some
executive leadership, and not merely a
few paragraphs in the state of the Union
message. The resolution is here. What
we need now is an indication from the
President and the State Department that
their interest in it is broader than merely
a speech by the Vice President, who
gives us his assurance of sincere interest
in the question of effective rules of law
among the nations of the world.

GOVERNMENT BONDS

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a consid-
erable number of bonds of the U.S. Gov=-
ernment reached alltime lows yesterday.
This represents a loss of many millions
of dollars to many citizens who bought
bonds of their Government in good faith.
Victory bonds were selling at a little
above 84 yesterday. This trend toward
lower Government bond prices has been
promoted by policies of our Government.
The present situation has been brought
about partly by those policies. If they
are continued, the consequences will be
even more severe than those already ap-
parent, which are severely hurtful.

STATE INCOME TAX ON EARNED IN-
COME OF NONRESIDENTS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a sub-
commitee of the Senate Committee on
the Judiciary is presently holding hear-
ings on a proposed constitutional
amendment to limit the powers of the
States to tax the personal income of
nonresidents. I emphasize that it re-
lates to earned income. While these
hearings have focused on the situation
as it affects the States of New York,
New Jersey, and Connecticut, also con-
cerned is every one of 32 States which
imposes a similar State income tax. I
am therefore raising the issue now to call
it to the attention of my colleagues from
a;l these States, as it is important to all
of us.

It is a matter in which the decision
must finally rest on what is fair and
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proper to the individual and to the in-
centive he has to remain at his work,
as well as on what is essential to the
budgets and financing of so many States.

At the present time 17 States are with-
out an income tax, while 32 States im-
pose such a tax, and every one of the
latter taxes the income of nonresidents
whose income comes from within such
States. The pending constitutional
amendment would permit the residents
of the 17 States to work in a neighboring
State, reap the full benefits of its gov-
ernment, its economy, and its business
climate, without making any direct con-
tribution to these factors. Yetf their em=-
ployment opportunities and their earn-
ing power are built upon the existence
of effective State and local government
in the place where they are employed
and the manifold levies of government
there.

There is little doubt about the legal
right of the State where a man works to
tax his income. It has been established
by Supreme Court decisions, and the
present move to deal with the situation
by way of a constitutional amendment
bears out the legal situation. The wit-
nesses appearing before the subcommit-
tee are addressing themselves to this
phase of the problem in an expert man-
ner., I am addressing myself to the
moral right—the inherent fairness of
imposing such taxes on nonresidents, so
that they can carry their share of the
load.

Would it not be absurd if a man could
get up in the morning, cross a State
line to go to work, earn his pay, take his
amusement, be protected, and spend
most of his waking hours in a State
where he does not have his home, and
then, by crossing the State line again
in the evening, contribute nothing to the
operation of the place where he passes
most of his life? He certainly should
bear the cost for his fair share of the
benefits received all day long out of his
earnings from the economy of the
State where he works. Otherwise, it
would be discriminatory against the
other citizens of that State.

There is always a claim of inequity in
any tax system. In my own State of
New York there is a situation covering
allowable deductions for residents and
nonresidents which has been the basis
for much criticism by nonresidents,
though there are substantial reasons for
this differentiation, and it has been
specifically upheld by the Supreme
Court. I certainly favor adjustments
to meet the criticism so far as possible.
However, the way to deal with these
problems is not to destroy the power of
the State to tax what is legitimately
subject to tax. As a matter of fact,
Governor Rockefeller, of New York, has
taken up this matter with the Governors
of the adjacent States of New Jersey and
Connecticut, whose citizens are most
concerned, in order to work out needed
adjustments. The preliminary report
on the committee, which was published
in December 1958, recommended some
revisions on this basis, and the present
administration of the State, in the full
knowledge that this will have the effect
of reducing somewhat the needed State
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revenues, will try to negotiate a fair
formula.

The principle that such taxation is
proper should not be taken away by con-
stitutional amendment, but every effort
should be made to make it reasonable
and fair. Otherwise, an adverse public
opinion could well create receptivity to
a restriction on the State power of
taxation,

I ask unanimous consent to make a
part of my remarks, for the enlighten-
ment of my fellow Members of the Sen-
ate, a statement issued by the Hon-
orable Joseph H. Murphy, commis-
sioner of taxation and finance, and
president of the New York State Tax
Commission, before the Senate Com-
mittee on Constitutional Amendments;
also a very interesting report made
at the special request of the preceding
Governor of New York, the Honor-
able Averell Harriman, which outlines
the problem and states various types
of adjustments which might be made.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

STATEMENT oF THE HONORABLE JosePH H.
MURPHY, COMMISSIONER OF TAXATION AND
FINANCE, AND PRESIDENT, NEW YORK STATE
Tax CoMMISSION, BEFORE THE U.S. SENATE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND~
MENTS, WAsHINGTON, D.C., APRIL 16, 1959
Mr, Chairman, my name is Joseph H. Mur-

phy, commissioner of taxation and finance

and president of the New York State Tax

Commission., I have been asked by Gov.

Nelson A. Rockefeller to represent him before

you.

I should like to thank you, not only on my
own behalf but also on behalf of Governor
Rockefeller, for this opportunity to present
the views of New York State on Senate Joint
Resolutions 29 and 67.

As I understand it, Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 20 prohibits State taxation of income
derived from personal services of nonresi-
dents. Senate Joint Resolution 67 contains
a similar prohibition, with certain ramifi-
cations not here material.

As Governor Rockefeller has indicated in
his letter of April 9, 1959, to the Honorable
Jacop K, Javirs and to the Honorable Ken-
NETH B. KEATING, Members of your honor-
able body, the State of New York is un-
alterable opposed to amendments of this
nature.

Personal income taxation is a most provoc-
ative subject today—regardless of who is
affected. We in New York have had con-
siderable reason in recent months to be most
sensitive to the implications of any action
in this area. In the field of State taxation
of nonresidents, we have had the king-size
version of a nationwide problem.

State taxation of nonresidents is another
of the social and economic problems created
by complex metropolitan areas which em-
brace more than one State. These problems
are not new in New York, but they have
been greatly magnified in recent years as
transportation facilities have been improved,
a= living standards and incomes have risen,
and as the desire for home ownership has
been heightened.

It would be a repugnant arrangement, in-
deed, if Government could decide that in-
dividuals must live in the same State from
which they derive their livelihood.

Naturally, there has never been any ques-
tion in this country about the inherent right
of a free choice of residence. Nonetheless,
problems do arise when the choice is made
to reside in a State other than the one of
employment. New conditions are created
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which, at first blush, seem difficult to recon-
cile with historical concepts of the citizen's
relation to his government.

However, a large part of the problem of
nonresident taxation, in the public mind, at
least, stems from a misunderstanding of the
conditions under which a citizen can be sub-
Ject to taxation by two Jurisdictions. This,
then, is the framework within which lies the
special problem of income taxation of non-
residents.

In New York State the concern of our ad-
ministration is no different with respect to
nonresidents than it is with respect to those
who both work and reside within the State.
The man who works in New York but takes
the ferry home in the evening is every bit as
much a part of our community as the man
who rides home on the subway. Whether he
is a New Jersey machinist working on a mis-
sile project on Long Island, a Connecticut
stockbroker on Wall Street, or a Vermonter
making turbines in Schenectady, his well-
being is inextricably tied to that of the State
of New York. We are equally indebted to
these individuals for their individual produc-
tivity, their ingenuity, and industry.

These great indispensable human re-
sources, we believe, must be carefully tended
and developed if we are to prosper. Conse-
quently, we can i1l afford to antagonize in
anyway or to subject to discriminatory taxa-
tion any segment of our work force. For
above all, our new administration in New
York is attempting to Implement by direct
and practical means the primary goal of
maximum progress through economic growth.
Any form of repressive taxation can hardly
contribute to this progress.

I am sure you are quite aware that we in
New York have had to make some hard
decisions in the tax field in recent months.
We have had to recognize that the economic
health of the State is intimately tied to the
soundness of its financial condition. This,
in turn, requires a tax structure adequate
to meet our urgent requirements but care-
fully designed to minimize interference
with economie growth. Nonetheless, the
ancient burden of taxation, we feel, cannot
be and indeed should not be disguised or
sugar coated. It is a bitter medicine, but
like all good medicines it should improve
the health of the patient.

As we move nearer the goals we have set
for ourselves, the obvious rewards will not
be confined to those who reside in New York
State. You may rest assured that as I am
speaking now, the great human and eco-
nomic resources of the State of New York
are being mobilized for this effort.

For the past 40 years of State taxation of
personal incomes, there has been virtually
constant argument regarding the treatment
of nonresidents. There has been much dis-
cussion, for example, about the relative pri-
ority of tax claims over the income of non-
residents as between the State of residence
and the State of employment. Although
there is an abundance of strong arguments
on both sides of these questions, the basic
legal issues have long since been resolved.

In an early and crucial case in this area,
Mr. Justice Pitney, in affirming the rights of
States to impose an Income tax on nonresi-
dents, succinctly stated the essence of the
matter—that a State “may levy a duty of
like character and not more onerous in its
effect upon income accruing to nonresidents
from their property or business within the
State or their occupation carried on therein.

We in New York, and I believe all the
other income tax States, adhere to the belief
that the measure of a taxpayer’s liability
should be the benefits conferred upon him
by the taxing jurisdiction. These benefits,
I shall attempt to show later, are numerous
and extensive with respect to his economic
and social welfare.

iShaffer v. Carter (262 U.S. 37 (1920)).
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At the hearings which preceded the adop=-
tion of our New York law in 1919, the ques-
tion of what to do about nonresidents was
discussed at great length by the legislatons
and their staff of experts. They felt that
taxing residents only would lead to consider-
able emigration to neighboring States which
had no income tax. In reviewing the de-
liberations of the legislative committees of
that time it is clear that the decision to tax
nonresidents was not based primarily on the
desire for additional revenue, but rather be-
cause it would be the means for discour-
aging future tax avoldance through emigra-
tion. Owur experience with taxpayers of all
kinds indicates that that conclusion is just
as sound 40 years later as it was then.

In recent years there have been countless
instances where tax laws in some jurisdic-
tions have given rise to situations in which
taxation or some particular feature of it has
become one of the major determinants of
economiec behavior. This is certainly alien
to what we in New York feel should be sound
tax policy consistent with basic democratic
principles. If I were to select one principle
of taxation to which we firmly subscribe I
would choose this one—that tax laws should
be revenue measures, which, in and of them-
selves, do not introduce artificialities in our
business conduct. A corollary, of course, is
that tax laws should not be such that they
become primary determinants of our be-
havior in other spheres.

If nonresidents were to be exempted from
taxation in New York State and in the 31
other income tax States, I am frankly con-
cerned about the potential extent of social
and economic dislocations which may result.
Over and above this consideration, the fact
would remain that to exempt nonresidents
from the income tax in the State in which
they are employed would represent a flagrant
discrimination against the resident taxpayer
who would be paying in full for the many
services and functions enjoyed by the non-
resident.

Stated briefly, our conviction in this mat-
ter is that nonresidents should be taxed
because of the various benefits they re-
ceive. I am reminded of the opinion in &
very old tax case in which the pith of this
was very well stated: “The power of taxa-
tion, indispensable to the existence of every
clivilized government, is exercised upon the
assumption of an equivalent rendered to the
taxpayer in the protection of his person and
property, in adding to the value of such
property, or in the creation and mainte-
nance of pubile conveniences in which he
shares.” ¥

Obviously, under the best of ecircum-
stances the value of these public services
can only roughly be measured. Many peo-
ple today tend to overlook these fundamental
functions of protection of the person, the
enjoyment of life and liberty, the right to
acquire and possess property of every kind
and to pursue and obtain happiness and
safety, subject to reasonable laws. These are
the real purposes of government which we
should never take for granted. These are
among the things we are paying for with
taxation.

To be more specific, one can hardly over-
look the value to the commuter of the highly
efficient but costly system of parkways and
expressways in the metropolitan area—or
the extensive recreational facilities, State
parks and so on, either just north of the
New Jersey line or along Long Island Sound
convenlent to Connecticut—or, in another
area, the policing of working conditions by
our Labor Department as well as its labor
mediation facilities—or, the very recent aids
granted to railroads by our 1959 legislature
which were designed primarily with the

® Union Refrigerator Transit Co. v. Ken-
tucky (199 U.S. 194, 202 (1905) ).
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commuter in mind. The list is virtually
endless,

I recently read in the press a statement
alleged to have been made by one of our non-
residents. He acknowledged that certain
services were performed for his convenience—
specifically that the streets were paved be-
tween Grand Central Terminal and the RCA
Bullding. Now, I think that most non-
residents appreclate that we are furnishing
a great deal more than the paving of 10
blocks of streets in New York City.

Aside from the many obvious, direct serv-
ices performed in New York State, it is very
easy to ignore a factor of overriding impor-
tance—the economic environment. New
York State, by the waving of a magic wand,
did not suddenly become a good place to
work. Those who derive their livelihood in
our State have found a whole social and eco-
nomic system ready and waiting for them—a
system of orderly markets, peace and order,
a corps of skilled workers, a vast business
apparatus, and an atmosphere conducive to
economic progress. All this has been devel-
oped by years of careful husbanding of re-
sources by government in an active partner-
ship with private enterprise.

While we feel that we have a fine economie
environment at the moment, we feel just as
strongly that we have not achieved perfec-
tion and that substantial further progress
can be and will be made here. The stimula-
tion of the economy with minimal guldance,
we feel, must come from our State govern-
ment. The costs, as well as the rewards, of
this great endeavor must be shared by all of
the participants. Our great concern now is
that these costs be shared fairly. If the costs
bear harshly on any sector, we want to know
about it and to take corrective action.

At varlous times in my remarks I have used
the expression ‘‘favorable business climate.”
Permit me to tell you what we mean and
what we are striving toward. First of all, we
believe it means putting government’s house
in order by operating within a sound budget
structure with everyone bearing his fair share
of the load. Secondly, we believe it means to
provide and guard a free competitive en-
vironment in which industry can produce and
sell to the direct benefit of owners, manage-
ment, and employees. Third, we believe it
means to create and safeguard a system
which encourages the individual to choose
the type of employment he prefers and in
which he excels; to choose the location in
which he will work and the conditions under
which he will work. Finally, we believe it
means actively to promote the establishment
of new enterprises and the expansion of
existing facilities in order to produce a maxi-
mum of productive and profitable job op-
portunities.

This is the broad outline of our program
in New York State. It is directed toward all
who derive their income within New York,
and we believe very strongly that all should
contribute to the cost of the program.

Because of the widespread interest in the
subject, we have developed substantial
analyses of data relating to nonresldents
subject to our tax. As a group, nonresi-
dents differ materially from residents; not
only residents in general but also those who
reside in New York City.

To begin with, we have about 190,000 non-
residents subject to our tax, 137,000 from
New Jersey, 20,000 from Connecticut, and the
remainder scattered throughout the coun-
try. In terms of tax liability, nonresidents
as a group in 1956, the latest year for which
we have complete data, paid a total tax of
233 million—$20 million from residents of
New Jersey, $8 million from residents of
Connecticut, and the remainder scattered.

To illustrate the differences between resl-
dents and nonresidents, the average total
income reported by all residents (before de-
ductions and exemptions) was $5,950. Resi-
dents of New York City do not differ ma=
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terially as their average income was $5,953.
The New York State income of New Jersey
resldents, by contrast, averaged §7,022, or
18 percent more than residents; and Con-
necticut residents $11,434, or 92 percent more
than residents. Nonresidents, as a group,
had average New York incomes of $7,287, or
22 percent higher than residents.

From another standpoint, a percentage
distribution of residents and nonresidents
by total income classes makes it abundant-
ly clear that our nonresidents as a whole
are far from typical taxpayers. In relative
terms, nonresidents have one-sixth more
taxpayers with gross incomes between $5,000
and $10,000 than residents; over twice as
many between $10,000 and $25,000; almost
50 percent more between $25,000 and $50,-
000, and two-thirds more with gross incomes
in excess of $50,000.

Avallable statistics indicate that the in-
come of New Jersey residents is slightly less
than the income of New York residents on
an average and taking both States as a
whole, These statistics highlight the more
favorable position in which New Jersey resi-
dents working in New York find themselves.

As income is generally regarded as a rea-
sonable indication of how much something
ls worth, let us see what proportion of total
income reported in New York State was
earned by nonresidents as a group. In our
total revenue picture, the $33 million derived
from nonresidents represented about 2 per-
cent of New York State's total revenue for
1957-58. However, our studies also indicate
that nonresidents received 5.3 percent of all
income reported. This means that the non-
resident recelving over 5 percent of all in-
come reported within the State of New York
pays only 2 percent of the cost of our State
government. This impresses us as a fair
bargain.

Does it not seem fair that the nonresi-
dents should make a fair contribution for
governmental services in return for such
obviously favorable conditions? Here we
must remember that for the nonresidents
these averages are based solely on their
incomes reportable to New York State. As
the earnings of nonresidents are so high, the
amount of “other income", which is not
subject to the New York tax, such as divi-
dends, interest, capital gains on securities,
rents or other income earned outside New
York State, would be significant.

The basis of equity in our method of tax-
ing nonresidents is closely related to this
“other income’. Since legally we do not
and cannot recognize the existence of this
income, we have felt that, in general, we
cannot recognize these other deductions
which, in the main, are of a personal nature
and are unconnected with the production of
income in New York.

I realize that it is difficult to convince
a taxpayer whose entire income is earned
in New York that he cannot deduct the
property tax or the mortgage interest on
his New Jersey home. Yet, if he moved to
another location in New Jersey and rented
his original home, I believe he would have
no difficulty understanding that as we do
not tax his rental income, we could not
recognize the taxes or any other costs at-
tributable to the rental property.

As a matter of fact, we in New York are
sympathetic to this particular problem which
the nonresident faces. Under our new tax
law, the maximum optional deduction, avail-
able to nonresidents as well as residents,
was increased from 8500 to $1,000. This will
have a very beneficial efflect on nonresidents
earning over $5,000 annually in New York
State. It will result in a reduction in taxes
for a great many nonresidents.

We are presently exploring the ramifica-
tions of allowing the nonresidgnt to prorate
his deductions based upon his New York
earnings. In doing this, we are motivated
by a concern for the wage earner whose sole
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earnings are derived from New York em-
ployment and who does not receive any of
the other forms of income which we do not
tax. This, in no wise, alters our position
that the nonresident has a real and sub-
stantial obligation to the State of New York
for the extensive benefits he receives in the
way of public services, higher pay, and favor-
able working conditions,

Now, let us approach it from another
standpoint. While no precise measurement
can ever be made of the value of basic public
services to any citizen or any group of citi-
zens, & rough comparison can be made be-
tween what the nonresidents pay us under
the personal income tax and an approxima-
tion of their share of basic costs. Since most
of our nonresidents are employed in New
York City, for purposes of illustration we
can make a crude allocation of their share
of the cost of basic governmental services
in New York City. As you are probably
aware, virtually all the nonresidents em-
ployed in New York City are from New Jersey
and Connecticut.

Our statistical studies indicate that New
Jersey and Connecticut taxpayers constitute
7.2 percent of the total number of taxpayers
employed in New York City. It follows then
that 7.2 percent would be a rough approxi-
mation of the nonresidents' share of basic
municipal costs.

During the fiscal year ended June 30, 1958,
New York City spent about $427 million on
basic services, including only police, fire,
sanitation, and the local judicial system.
And I must point out here parenthetically,
that New York City annually receives hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in the form of
financial ald from the State government.
If we then apply the 7.2 percent factor to the
$427 million spent by New York City, we
find that the nonresidents’ share of the cost
would be approximately $31 million. The
$31 million contrasts with $28 million of per-
gonal income tax pald by residents of these
two States.

This method, of course, assumes an equal
sharing of cost on a per capita basls. If we
calculated the nonresidents’ share on an
income basis, that is, relating the total New
York income of the New Jersey and Connec-
ticut residents to the total income of all
persons in New York City, as shown on our
tax returns, the nonresidents’ share increases
to 9 percent. Applying the 9 percent to the
$427 million in cost indicates that the non-
residents’ portion of the burden would be
over $38 million.

This simple illustration, obviously, does
not take into consideration any of the mul-
titude of direct and indirect services and
functions of the State Government itself nor
does it take into consideration the intangible,
but very valuable, feature of favorable eco-
nomie environment. The fact that the aver-
age income of nourestdents is so much higher
than that of residents appears to be mighty
convincing evidence of just how wvaluable
the environment is. You can readily see
that despite the crudeness of these ap-
proaches, New York State is certainly not
overcharging for all that it provides to the
nonresident who is working here. It seems
to us that a strong case could be made to
the contrary.

Certainly, no income tax law can ever be
perfect in design, nor is it poessible for a tax
law, however carefully designed, to fall with
preclsely equal weight on all taxpayers in
similar circumstances. It does appear,
though, that in actual practice the New York
State tax approaches this ideal for the vast
majority of taxpayers.

Much of the discussion about the problem
of the nonresidents reminds me of a conver-
sation I once had with a small industrialist.
Several years ago this man located his new
plant in a relatively undeveloped area. When
he built the plant, real estate taxes were
very low. Several years later they were many
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times higher, but, you see, shortly after he
butilt his plant, his employees, many coming
from distant locations, built homes in the
area. Many municipal services were needed
and furnished. The community then drew
many other industries to it and in a rela-
tively short period, my acquaintance’s plant
was the center of a full-fledged small indus-
trialized community. Yet in an adjoining
township, which remained undeveloped the
taxes were still very low.

My acquaintance felt that he had made a
very big mistake in building his plant where
he did rather than in the adjoining town-
ship. The point of my story, gentlemen,
is that there are very few, if any, tax havens
today. The blessings of growth are numer-
ous but they do carry with them the re-
sponsibility of taxation.

It is all too easy to assume that the costs
of operating the government of New York
State or New York City should be borne en-
tirely by those who live there. However, I
do not believe that most nonresidents sub-
scribe to this theory, no matter how pleasant
a thought this would be from their view-
point. If a business is situated in a com-
munity, the owner clearly recognizes his so-
cial responsibility to pay taxes on the profits
of the business to the community in which
his business is conducted. I think that most
nonresident salary recipients recognize the
same responsibility—not that they are phil-
anthropic about it; it is just a hard reality.

Again I should like to thank you, gen-
tlemen, both on my behalf and on behalf of
Governor Rockefeller, for this opportunity to
present the views of New York State.

DeCEMBER 3, 1958.
Hon. AVERELL HARRIMAN,
Governor of the State of New York,
Albany, N.¥.
° DEear GoverNor: In January of this year,
after a conference among the Governors of
New Jersey and Connecticut and yourself,
a three-man committee was constituted to
examine into the problems ralsed by the
New York tax on income of nonresidents of
the State. The Governor of New Jersey desig-
nated, as his representative, Willlam E.
Warren, Esq., dean of the Columbia Univer-
sity School of Law and a resident of New
Jersey. The Governor of Connecticut desig-
nated, as his representative, Roswell Magill,
Esq., a leading tax law specialist practicing
in New York City and a resident of Westport,
Conn. You did me the honor of naming me
as your representative.

It was understood that the committee
would work informally and that each repre-
sentative would report separately to his
principal. The committee was not empow-
ered to take action.

The members of the committee consulted
with each other on several occasions. In
addition, we received excellent advice from
various private citizens. A report of the
Federal Bar Assoclation of New York, New
Jersey, and Connecticut was particularly
helpful. I am informed that Dean Warren
and Mr. Magill have already reported in-
formally to their respective principals. My
purpose in writing this letter is to render a
similar report to you.

THE WORKINGS OF THE NEW YORK TAX

SBince 1919, New York State has imposed
a tax on certain income of nonresidents of
the State. Twenty-eight other States also
impose a tax on nonresident income. The
New York tax rate is graduated from 2 per-
cent to 7 percent.

The relative burden of the New York State
income tax on residents and nonresidents
may be summarized as follows:

(a) On the income side, the tax base for
nonresidents is much narrower than that
for residents. Residents of New York are
taxed on income from all sources, including
earnings, dividends, interest and other in-
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vestment income, and gains from the sale
of property. Nonresidents, on the other
hand, are taxed only on income from New
York sources. (A nonresident who works
partly within and partly without the State,
may allocate his earnings on the basis of the
time spent in New York.) This includes
primarily earnings within the State. Divi-
dends, interest, and other investment income
are not subject to the New York tax, even
though the securities are physically located
in New York State. Similarly, gains from
the sale of intangible property such as
securities are not subject to the New York
tax in the hands of nonresidents even though
physically located in New York State, unless
the nonresident is a dealer.

(b) On the exemption side, residents and
nonresidents are treated alike. Both are en-
titled to $1,000 exemption if single, or 82,600
if married, and to $400 for each dependent.

(c) On the deduction side, nonresidents
are entitled to less benefits than residents.
If a resident chooses to itemize his deduc-
tions, he may deduct such items as interest
on borrowed money (such as a mortgage on
his home), real estate taxes, all charitable
contributions, medical expenses and up to
$150 of life insurance premiums. A non-
resident, however, is limited in his dedue-
tions to those items connected with his tax-
able income from New York sources. He is
not permitted to take deductions for the
above-mentioned items except with respect
to contributions to New York charities. On
the other hand, if a taxpayer chooses to take
the standard deduction of 10 percent of tax-
able income, or $500, whichever is less, he
may do so whether he is a resident or non-
resident of New York.

Finally, the nonresident has his tax
initially withheld at the source, that is, by
his employer, while the resident does not.

THE BACKGROUND OF THE FROBLEM

Over the years, since the New York tax on
nonresidents was first imposed, there have

‘been periodic protests by the residents of the

neighboring States. In its most virulent
form, this protest is predicated on the asser-
tion that nonresidents should not be taxed at
all by New York. The slogan “Taxation
Without Representation" is the war cry of
these protestants. I belleve this shibboleth
can be disposed of in short order. First of all,
on purely legal grounds, it is without
foundation. A tax on the income of non-
residents from sources within the State was
specifically held constitutional by the
Supreme Court of the United States in 1920
(Shaffer v. Carter, 252, U.S. 37 (Oklahoma in-
come tax); cee also Travis v. Yale & Towne
Mjg. Co., 252 U.S. 60 {New York income
tax)). The Supreme Court reaffirmed its
position on this score as late as 1956 in a
case specifically involving the applicability
of the New York tax to a New Jersey resident
(Goodwin v. State Tax Commission, 352 U.S.
805).

More importantly, however, is the fact
that practically every State taxes nonresi-
dents in one form or another. New York
residents, for example, pay excise taxes in
the adjoining States (such as the gasoline
tax) which became part of the general reve-
nues and go to support facilities used by all
citizens, resident and nonresident alike. The
fact that New York residents have no voice
in the selection of the officials who decide
to impose such taxes has never been an in-
hibiting factor. It seems clear that, in a
similar fashion, the income tax paid by non-
residents to New York State covers, in part,
the cost of facilities and services which these
nonresidents use in producing the income
subject to tax. These include police and
fire protection, improvement and mainte-
nance of toll free roads, streets and side-
walks, street lights, transit facilities sub-
sidized by tax exemption and a myriad of
other facilities and services which are taken
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for granted. It is no answer to say that the
income tax is paid to the State and that the
facilities and services are provided by the
local county and municipal governments.
New York State provides substantial financial
assistance to these local units so that indi-
rectly, if not directly, the State income tax
helps to pay for the cost of these facilities
and services.

The more reasonable basis of protest by
nonresidents is that they are discriminated
against in the matter of deductions. The
wage earner who owns & home in New Jer-
sey, and commutes to New York daily, re-
sents the fact that in computing the tax
which he must pay to New York on his earn-
ings, he cannot deduct the interest on his
mortgage, the real estate taxes on his house,
contributions to his local church and char-
ities, doctors’ bills, etc. He feels that this
is inequitable and that in some fashion he
should be able to get the benefit of these
items as residents of New York State do.

As reasonable as this position appears to
be, it is not without its weaknesses. The
nonresident wage earner forgets that only
a portion of his income is subject to the
New York tax—if he has dividends on stocks
or interest on savings bank accounts, he need
not report and pay tax on those items. In
terms of comparison with the resident who
has to pay tax on these items, the nonresi-
dent has an advantage. Thus, for example
a nonresident who has $6,000 of earnings
in New York and $600 of dividend income
and utilizes the standard deduction, will pay
a tax on only $5,500 (before exemptions),
while a resident will pay a tax on $6,100.
Nor is this a hypothetical situation. Con-
trary to what is generally believed, non-
taxable income of nonresidents is received
by a significant proportion of persons in
modest circumstances. Insofar as dividends
and interest alone are concerned, 20 percent
of the taxpayers with gross income between
$5,000 and $6,000 receive such income and
among the recipients, it averages $545 a
year. At the $10,000 level, 1 out of every 2
taxpayers reports income from dividends and
interest of almost $1,500 annually.

Another aspect of the situation which is
overlooked is the fact that nonresidents are
entitled to the full exemptions even though
they are required to report only a portion of
their income. Thus, a nonresident married
taxpayer with two children who has earn-
ings from within New York State of $10,000,
nontaxable income of $1,500, and takes ad-
vantage of the standard deduction, will pay
tax on only $6,200, while a resident taxpayer
will pay tax on §7,700.

The foregoing examples are not intended to
imply that nonresidents and residents in the
same financial position should necessarily
pay the same tax. After all, there are sub-
stantial differences in the benefits received
by each from governmental services and
facilities provided directly or indirectly by
New York State. But they do indicate that
the alleged discrimination is substantially
less than is generally understood.

Finally, the most important weakness in
the position of nonresidents who complain
about the New York State tax stems from
the fact that neither New Jersey nor Con-
necticut have a State income tax. If our
neighboring States imposed an equal or
higher tax than New York, their residents
would not have to pay any New York income
tax. The reason for this is that the New
York law provides that a nonresident who is
required to pay an income tax is entitled to
credit against his New York tax the amount
of tax paid to his home State on the in-
come subjected to tax by New York.

I do not conceive it to be within my prov-
ince to question the system of taxation of
our neighboring States. If, for historical
reasons or otherwise, New Jersey and Con-
necticut choose not to raise their revenues
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through an income tax, that is their business.
I suggest, however, that under such circum-
stances, the complaints of their residents
against New York are less justifiable, par-
ticularly where the claim is for complete
exemption from the New York tax.

Despite the fact that I believe there is a
logical answer to the complaints by the
residents of our neighboring States, it never-
theless appears to me that there is sufficient
basis to their complaints to justify an exam-
ination of various alternative modifications
in the New York law. In analyzing these
modifications, however, I consider it import-
ant that the financial aspects of the situa-
tion be taken into account. In this connec-
tion, it should be noted that in 1957, New
York derived revenue of more than $34 mil-
lion from the income tax on nonresidents, of
which $23 million was paid by New Jersey
residents and almost $7 million by Connect-
icut residents.

ALTERNATIVE MODIFICATIONS AND THEIR
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Perhaps the simplest relief which could
be given to nonresidents is in the area of
charitable deductions. At present, nonresi-
dents are only permitted to take deductions
for contributions to New York charities. As
a practical matter, this limitation operates
to discriminate against the lower income
taxpayer. The high income bracket non-
resident has available to him a simple de-
vice for avolding the limitation. He organ-
izes a family foundation as a New York mem-
bership corporation and thereby gets a
deduction for all his contributions to the
foundation. The foundation then distributes
the contributions so received to the nonresi-
dent’'s favorite charitles within and without
New York State. The lower income bracket
taxpayer has no such flexibility. His chari-
table contributions are too small to warrant
the effort or expense of a foundation. As a
result, he loses the tax benefit of his con-
tributions. It seems to me that this situa-
tion should be rectified. The public interest
in supporting worthwhile charities does not
know State boundaries,

Another item of deduction, which is a
source of irritation, involves medical ex-
penses. A nonresident is not permitied to
deduct, for New York tax purposes, any such
expenses incurred either on behalf of him-
self or his dependents. This can produce
an incongruous situation. A Connecticut
resident who works in White Plains, and
whose only income is from salary, is in a
serious auto accident on his way to work.
He runs up substantial medical bills but he
derives no tax benefit from paying them.
If he lived in Bedford, N.Y., just inside the
Connecticut line, he would not have such
disadvantage. There is unfairness in such
a situation. In both cases, New York derives
its revenue based upon the individual’s ca-
pacity to work. In both cases, that capacity
is serlously inhibited. Obviously, the un-
falrness is considerably less where the acci-
dent involves not the taxpayer but one of
his dependents whose capacity to work and
produce income is not involved. Perhaps
an appropriate solution would be to limit
the medical expense of a nonresident to those

es incurred by the taxpayer himself.
It is difficult to estimate how much revenue
loss would be involved in such a procedure.
Avallable statistics indicate that an allow-
ance to nonresidents of the same benefit
from the medical expense deduction as is
allowed to residents would cost New York
State about $1,300,000 annually. Obviously,
the loss from allowing only medical expenses
of the taxpayer would be somewhat less.

Still another area which has produced com-
plaints is the deduction of real estate taxes
and interest. The nonresident is not per=
mitted such deductions while the resident is.
Here the unfairness is not so apparent. The

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

New York resident must report and pay tax
on income from all sources. The nonresi-
dent, on the other hand, is required to re=-
port and pay tax to New York only on in-
come earned in New York. Investment in-
come and income earned outside the State
is exempt. Thus, the nonresident has tax-
free income which can offset these items
which are not deductible. Indeed, if these
deductions were permitted, a nonresident
who owns and rents property located out-
side New York and derives income from it
would reap an affirmative advantage; he
would get the tax benefit from deducting
the real estate taxes and the interest on the
mortgage against his other income without
having to pay tax to New York on the rent.
It is true that such an analogy provides lit-
tle comfort to the nonresident wage earner
who lives in his house and pays taxes and
mortgage interest on it. Statistics as to
the amount of revenue involved in such de-
ductions are not readily available. Never-
theless, it would appear that there are suffi-
cient possibilities of loss of revenue from
permitting such deductions to require the
conclusion that no change should be made
in the present law.

Thus far, I have dealt with the more im-
portant specific items of deductions which
are desired by nonresidents. Actually, there
are a large number of other deductions which
are also involved, eg., life insurance pre-
miums, alimony, a variety of taxes, casualty
losses, ete. In my judgment, it would be
unwieldy to attempt to deal with each such
deduction individually. Several suggestions
have been made, however, that the whole
area of deductions should be dealt with as
a package. Among these are the follow-
ing:

(a) Nonresidents should be entitled to the
benefit of all the deductions presently per=
mitted to residents. If this change were
made, it Is estimated that the loss of revenue
to New York would approximate $4,700,000
annually. This is a substantial figure. In
view of the fact that nonresidents are re-
quired to report only their income earned
in New York and that their income from
other sources is not taxed, giving them the
full benefit of all deductions would produce
an unfair advantage.

{b) Nonresidents should be permitted to
get the benefit of all deductions on an allo-
cated basis—namely, that proportion of all
deductions which their income. taxable by
New York bears to their total income from
all sources. It is estimated that this pro-
posal would produce a revenue loss of $3,-
500,000 annually. The proposal of an allo-
cation formula has considerable appeal. The
theory behind it is that it causes the non-
taxable portion of a nonresident’s income to
bear a proportionate share of the deductions.
Certain administrative difficulties are in-
volved which will be discussed later. On
the other hand, there appears to be no
sound reason why the benefits of an alloca-
tion of deductions should be given to non-
residents, while at the same time permitting
them to have the full benefit of exemptions
on an unallocated basis. If any modifica-
tion is to be made along the lines of this
proposal, it should provide for an allocation
of both exemptions and deductions.

(c) Nonresidents should be permitted to
deduct the excess of all deductions over non-
taxable income. A variation of this pro-
posal is that nonresidents should be given
the option on a lifetime basis of reporting
under the present provisions applicable to
nonresidents or as a resident taxpayer. This
would produce a rather complicated proce-
dure which, as far as can be determined,
would not produce substantially greater
benefits to nonresidents than a system which
permitted nonresidents to get the advantage
of all exemptions and deductions on an allo-
cated basis. The estimated revenue Iloss
runs from $2 million to $2,500,000 annually.
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(d) Perhaps the most appealing and feasi-
ble alternative is the proposal to allocate
both exemptions and deductions in the pro-
portion that income taxable in New York
State bears to total income from all sources.
As has already been pointed out, this would
cause each type of income to bear its pro-
portionate share of the tax benefits. There
are obvious administrative problems in such
a proposal. It will be difficult in many cases
for the New York authorities to determine
how much nontaxable income a nonresident
taxpayer really has. Unless such information
is readily made available, there will be no
way of knowing whether such income has
been required to bear its share of exemptions
and deductions. On the other hand, New
York has the device of withholding to pro-
tect itself against dishonest taxpayers, If
the withholding is continued on a rate ap-
plicable to gross income earned from sources
within New York, nonresidents will, in most
cases, have to prove their right to a refund
in order to get the benefit of any such change
in the law. Nor will this be an undue burden
on the nonresident. Usually, requiring him
to furnish a copy of his Federal income tax
return will provide the necessary informa-
tion. In some situations, such as income
from securities of municipalities of other
States, which are subject to New York tax
in the hands of a resident but exempt from
Federal tax, the Federal return will be in-
complete. But the number of these in-
stances should be small. The estimated rev-
enue loss from this proposal is $1,500,000 an-
nually.

It should be noted that this proposal will
not mean less New York income tax for all
nonresidents. In fact, some nonresidents
will receive no benefit—for example, a non-
resident who is already getting the full bene-
fit of the 500 standard deduction and does
not wish to, or has insufficient expenses to
itemize his deductions, Indeed, in some
cases, the outside income will offset part of
the exemptions which the nonresident is now
getting in full and produce a higher tax.
However, the principal beneficiaries will be
those nonresidents whose income is almost
entirely from earnings in New York and who
will, by this procedure, be placed on a basis
of equality with New York residents similarly
situated.

ADMINISTRATION

One final word is in order on the subject of
administration. One of the major com-
plaints of nonresidents has been the long
delay involved in their obtaining refunds of
excess withholding of New York income tax.
In many cases, due to expenses or the fact
that time spent working outside New York
was underestimated, nonresidents are enti-
tled to a refund. Information that has come
to my attention indicates that 2 to 3 years
can elapse before these refunds are made.
It would seem to me that it behooves the
New York tax authorities so to organize its
administrative procedures that the period
required in processing refunds is kept to the
minimum. If this were done, an important
irritant would be removed and the opposition
of nonresidents to the New York income tax
mright be considerably less.

CONCLUSION

The various component elements of the
problem seem clear. A tax on the income
derived by nonresidents from sources within
the State is clearly constitutional. In the
particular case of the New York tax, the basic
reason for difficulty stems from the fact that
neither New Jersey nor Connecticut impose
an income tax. If they did and if the rates
approximated the New York rates, New Jersey
and Connecticut residents would pay no or
very little New York tax. If my analysis were
to stop here, I would necessarily have to con-
clude that no change should be made in the
present law.
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I belleve, however, that the problem can-
not be approached from a purely logical, his-
torical, and legal point of view. The New
Jerseylte whose only income is his $6,000 sal-
ary earned in New York is not inmrpressed by
arguments about subsidization of systems of
taxation. All he knows is that he has to
pay a tax to New York and that he doesn't
get the same benefits as the fellow who works
at the next desk, has the same income, and
lives in New York. He has a feeling of in-
justice which no amount of theorizing can
dispel.

We have moved into a period when good
working relations and good feeling among
residents of the New York metropolitan
area are becoming increasingly important.
Common problems of transportation, taxa-
tion, health, water, etc., are swiftly making
an anachronism of State lines. We need to
work closely together with our New Jersey
and Connecticut residents. We need to do
everything within our power to remove irri-
tants in our relationships and conserve our
energies for problems of transcedant im-
portance.

It is not for me to say that, in the face of
a possible need to raise taxes, New York
should forgo #1,500,000 in revenue, even
though it is less than 1 percent of the State
budget. On the other hand, jt may well be
that the future benefits to be derived from
financial support by New Jersey and Con-
necticut for projects essential to the proper
development of the New York metropolitan
area are sufficiently substantial to justify
the removal of an important irritant, even
though New York will suffer a small loss in
revenue.

Assuming that the loss of 1,500,000 in
revenue is appropriate, In light of these
considerations, I recommend that nonresi-
dents be given the right to allocate both de-
ductions and exemptions in the proportion
that taxable income from New York sources
bears to total income from all sources. If
this is not feasible, I recommend that non-
residents be given the right to deduct chari-
table contributions both within and without
the State and their own medical expenses
within the present overall limits applicable
to all taxpayers.

Sincerely,
THEODORE TANNENWALD, Jr.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I con-
clude my remarks upon the following
note. I deeply believe that this is a prob-
lem which ought to be adjusted among
the States. I deeply believe that non-
residents should be treated fairly in
terms of deductions, but that they should
pay an income tax and thereby bear a
part of the cost of government. I be-
lieve also that we should not have dupli-
cating taxes, that is, taxes on the same
income in different States.

Finally, I believe that a drastic con-
stitutional amendment cutting off the
right of a State to tax earned income
within the State would lead to an appre-
ciable diminution of State income, which
would be unfair and discriminatory
against the residents of the individual
States which levy the income tax.

I express the hope that by exercise of
reasonableness as between the States,
even to the extent of State compacts,
which could then be reviewed by Con-
gress, the need for any Federal inter-
vention beyond that may not occur,

I point out that if the States them-
selves are reasonable, the problem will
be considered as susceptible of a reason-
able solution and will not, therefore,
arouse that kind of public emotion which
would call for some national remedy
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which might turn out to be unfair to the
particular States concerned or, on the
other hand, fo the individuals concerned.

THE ROLE OF CONGRESS IN THE
FIELD OF FOREIGN POLICY

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CrLark] has discussed the
role of Congress in the field of foreign
policy in the current issue of the maga-
zine Frontier., His comments are
thoughtful and discerning as he de-
velops his thesis that the Congress has
a duty to participate in the formulation
of foreign policies. He truly observes
that in our democratic society public
opinion is eventually the controlling fac-
tor in foreign policy. I agree with his
statement that Congress can contribute
to our foreign policy by mobilizing
“American public opinion in support of
serious negotiations looking toward a
practical solution to the nuclear stale-
mate and absence of international law
and order which today holds all rational
minds in the grip of fear.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article written by the
senior Senator from Pennsylvania be
printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORrD,
as follows:

CONGRESS AND THE WoORLD CRISIS
(By Hon. JosepH S. CLARK, U.S. Senator from
Pennsylvania)

WasHmNGToN.—To understand the contri-
bution that Congress can and should make
to forelgn policy in the next 2 years, it is
useful to review briefly the relationship in
this field between the President and the
Congress.

The powers accorded to the President un-
der the Constitution used to be viewed as
giving him almost exclusive control over
forelgn affairs. In recent years, however,
quite apart from considerations of person-
alities or politics, it has been increasingly
evident that the President does not have
sufficient authority to control foreign policy
without regard to the wishes of the legisla-
tive branch. Today, American foreign
policy, to a very large extent, depends on
military and economic aid, technical assist-
ance, and loans, resources control and trade
negotiation, immigration regulations, pass-
port control, propaganda, cultural exchange,
and the Military Establishment itself. These
require enabling legislation and appropria-
tions. The Congress is now as deeply in-
volved in foreign policy as it is in domestic
policy.

Although the Congress has great authority
in the fleld of foreign policy, it is obviously
not endowed with sufficient authority to
conduect foreign affairs by itself. Moreover,
as a practical matter, that would be impossi-
ble. The need for cooperation between the
executive and legislative branches of the
Government, then, is obviously reguired in
foreign policy matters; and a condition of
mutual confidence is essential to success.

There has been, throughout our history, an
ebb and flow of power into and out of Con-
gress in the field of foreign affairs, depending
largely on whether the President is strong or
weak, During the incumbency of a weak
President, the Congress, and particularly the
Senate, tends to reach out for more power
in foreign policy matters.

The character and reputation of the Sec-
retary of State are also an important factor
in the relationship of the President and Con-
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gress to foreign policy. In the early days of
the Republic, Secretaries of State tended to
be politicians. Most of them had held elec-
tive office; many of them went on to become
President; Jefferson, Madison, Monroe, John
Quiney Adams, Van Buren, and Buchanan.
Since the Civil War, no Secretary of State has
achieved the Presidency. Yet politicians oc-
casionally still fill that office; recent ones
were Charles Evans Hughes, Cordell Hull,
and James Byrnes, and their ability to get
along with Congress is noteworthy.

The ability to work well with Congress, in
fact, is essential to the success of a Secretary
of State today. When a Secretary of State
has lost the confidence of the Congress, and
lost the confidence of many of our allies as
well, a very serious condition exists. When,
as at present, one party controls the Presi-
dency and another the Congress, the need for
bipartisan cooperation, for constant consul-
tation, and a Secretary of State who knows
how to work with Congress is especially im-
portant. A realistic assessment of existing
personal and political factors is, therefore,
necessary to an understanding of this sub-
ject.

It is no secret that, prior to his unfortu-
nate illness, our present Secretary of State
had lost the confidence of many of our allies
and many of us in Congress, despite our ad-
miration for his personal courage and te-
nacity. The President has been satisfied to
let Secretary Dulles assume most, if not
all of the responsibility for the direction
of our foreign affairs. It was obvious that the
Congress, and particularly the Democratic
majority in Congress, was not content with
this state of affairs before the Secretary's
illness, and the situation has deteriorated
since. As a result, Congress is displaying
greater initlative in foreign aflairs.

In the past year, a number of things has
happened which are indicative of the Sen-
ate's impatience with the conduct and state
of our foreign relations.

Last July the Senate passed a resolution
authorizing the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions to make a complete study of foreign
policy.

A special study of the U.S. relations with
the other American Republics was similarly
authorized following the debacle of the Vice
President’s visit to Latin America last spring.

THE RELUCTANT ADMINISTRATION

A resolution was passed expressing the
sense of the Senate that prompt study should
be given to the establishment of an Inter-
national Development Association as an
affiliate of the World Bank to make loans to
underdeveloped countries at more liberal
terms than are now available, and to permit
payment in local revenues. This resolution
was the brainchild of Senator A. 5. MIKE
MonNroNEY who managed to get a reluctant
administration to accept the validity of the
idea.

Eight members of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee sent the President a letter
at the conclusion of the last session of Con-
gress urging him to reexamine the mutual
security program with a view to redressing
the military and economic imbalance of the
present program, putting more emphasis on
nonmilitary aid. The response to this letter
was the recent appointment by the Presi-
dent of & nine-man panel to study our for-
eign ald program. It is hoped that the 3
military men and the 4 civillans with past
Defense Department experience on this panel
will be able to give a fair and equitable as-
sessment of the economic as well as the mili-
tary aspects of foreign aid. But one may be
permitted to doubt it.

More recently, Senators ALBERT GORE, Dem-
ocrat, of Tennessee, FRANK CHuUrRCH, Demo-
crat, of Idaho, and HusErT HUMPHREY, Dem=
ocrat, of Minnesota, have suggested methods
of making progress in the field of nuclear
weapons testing which the administration
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had apparently falled to consider seriously,
and Senators MawsrierLp, Democrat, of Mon-
tana, and Dopp, Democrat, of Connecticut,
have taken the initiative in suggesting ap-
proaches to the Berlin crisls.

Public opinion is eventually the control-
ling factor in the forelgn policy of a demo-
cratic society. If, as Vice President Nixon
£aid on more than one occasion during the
last election campaign, foreign policy was an
issue—and I agree with him that it was—
the people of this country are not satisfied
with the status quo in our foreign policy
either, They want a change, but it is going
to be difficult Inded to put our policies on a
new course with the present leadership of
the State Department.

KEY ISOLATIONISTS ARE OUT

Let us consider the effect of last Novem-
ber’s election on the role of Congress in for-
eign affairs. Changes in the composition
of the Senate, have in my view, vastly im-
proved that body’s potential to contribute to
forelgn policy. The B6th Congress does not
number among its Members Senators Bar-
rett, Bricker, Hoblitzell, Jenner, Enowland,
Malone, Martin, Potter, Revercomb, Thye,
and Watkins. Eight of these men supported
the successful amendment by Senator Know-
land to remove the provision included in the
mutual security bill, by agreement with the
administration, which would have altered
the Battle Act so as to authorized the Presi-
dent to permit trade with those Communist
satellite countries which show signs of in-
dependence from Moscow. Eight of these
men opposed Senator KENNEDY's amendment
to the mutual security program expressing
support for aid to India's 5-year plan. Five
of them voted against the 4-year extension
of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act on
final passage. Their successors, in almost all
instances, favor a more constructive foreign
policy.

In the 86th Congress, by reason of the
Democratic sweep, there are three additional
Democrats and two fewer Republicans on the
Foreign Relations Committee.

Let's look briefly at three of the most
sensitive international problem areas—Ber-
lin, the Far East and the Middle East—and
attempt to assess what contribution Con-
gress has made and can be considered to
make to affect our policies toward these
areas.

BERLIN

The impending Berlin crisis, which threat-
ens to be as grave as any faced by the Nation
since the end of the Korean War, calls to
mind Lincoln's words of 100 years ago:

“The dogmas of the quiet past are inade-
quate for the stormy present. We must
think anew, we must act anew, we must dis-
enthrall ourselves.”

It has long been clear that the arrange-
ments governing the city of Berlin since the
lifting of the blockade in 1948 are unstable
and provisional. Western insistence on re-
unification by free elections and full Soviet
compliance with legal obligations has not
changed that essential fact.

The position of this Government to stand
firm on Berlin and to maintain all access
routes is supported today by all responsible
Members of Congress, and by our NATO allies.
About this there should be no doubt, because
the West has not forgotten that, to borrow
a phrase of Carl Sandburg, “Wherever there is
Ireedom there are those who must toil, fight,
and sacrifice for it.”

But standing fast in Berlin must raise the
rclated question of with what? As the
Fresident has recently stated, to fight a
ground war in Germany is out of the ques-
tion. We just don't have adequate con-
verted forces. Moreover, we must never for-
get that our sole purpose in Germany is to
get out eventually under conditions which
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give the forces of freedom the chsmce to
survive and prosper.

MORE FLEXIBILITY IS NOTED

Recent events indicate that the adminis-
tration is taking a somewhat less frozen at-
titude toward the coming talks on the Ger-
man situation. Indeed, prior to the Secre-
tary's hospitalization, it was announced that
we are now willing to meet with representa-
tives of East Germany, Poland and Czecho-
slovakia as well as the Soviets to discuss a
wide range of proposals for a German settle-
ment, including the revised Rapackl plan
that calls for linking creation of an atom-
free zone with a reduction in conventional
arms in the two Germanies, Poland and
Czechoslovakia.

Any one who recalls the administration’s
wounded reaction to Mr. Eenman’s “disen-
gagement' proposal in December of 1857
will recognize how far Mr. Dulles has moved.

There is no question in my mind that Con-
gress is partially responsible for this new
and more receptive attitude. Persistent
volces have been heard in the Senate during
the last year or more, prodding the admin-
istration to take the init.ative in advancirg
long-range solutions for the Berlin problem.
Searching questions have been asked about
the necessity of glving nuclear arms to the
West Germans, the effects on our security
of a “controlled thinning out” of big power
forces in both Germanies or more extensive
forms of disengagement, and the desirability
of countering the flood of Soviet proposals
with new and realistic proposals of our own,
but at the same time taking steps to bolster
our defensive strength.

These questions and many more will be
repeated in both Chambers of Congress until
satisfactory responses are articulaied and
carried out by the administration, Members
of Congress should be ready to support the
President when imminent danger threatens,
but we would be derelict in our duties if we
failed to participate in the formulation of
foreign policies which have a vital bearing
on our future and follow closely the imple-
mentation of those policies by the Executive.

FAR EAST

One does not have to be a prophet to fore-
tell the likelihood of renewed trouble in the
Formosa Strait during the incipiency of the
Berlin crisis. Well-known Communist strat-
egy virtually dictates such an occurrence.
The Chief of Stafl of the Nationalist Chinese
has stated that the forces on the mainland
opposite Quemoy have increased by 50 per-
cent since the siege last fall.

It is painfully clear that the status quo
in the offshore islands must give soon and
that present conditions are unsatisfactory.
In the weird peace on Monday, war on Tues-
day situation that has prevailed in the Que-
moy since November, it is the Nationalists
who must await the Communists' pleasure
as to whether the offshore islands receive 400
to 40,000 shells a day, and it is we who are
committed by the administration to take ac-
tion if the Communists decide at any time to
continue their offensive long enough to
threaten to overwhelm the defenders.

It is difficult to believe that even the hardi-
est optimist at Mr. Robertson's Far Eastern
desk in the State Department genulnely feels
that the smaller islands in the Quemoy
island group or the much less defensible
nine-island group of the Matsu's can be held
against intensive long-sustained bombard-
ment.

In my estimation the current Congress 1is
inecreasingly aware of the essential untenabil-
ity of our position in regard to the offshore
islands and discontent with Mr. Dulles’ han-
dling of the matter,

Last September the President sald that “If
the bilateral talks between Ambassadors (in
Warsaw) do not fully succeed, there is still
the hope that the United Nations could exert
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a peaceful influence on the situation.” The
‘Warsaw talks remain deadlocked and peace
has not come to the Quemoys, but U.N. as-
sistance has never been sought.

It is not Inconceivable that Congress might
pass a resolution which, while reiterating
the determination to defend Formosa and the
Pescadores, expressed the sense of the Senate
and the House that the offshore islands dis-
pute should be submitted to the United Na-
tions. The Red Chinese have indicated clear-
ly their distate for U.N. intervention, and
the Nationalists probably feel the same way.
But is it in the U.S. Interest that we should
continue to support Chiang alone and with-
out active Allled backing in so untenable a
position?

Re-examination and possible repeal of the
ambiguous language in the Formosa reso-
lution of January 29, 1955, authorizing the
President to use Armed Forces for the “secur-
ing and protection of such related positions
and territories * * * required or appropri-
ate in assuring the defense of Formosa and
the Pescadores” is another possible course
of legislative action. This cannot be ruled
out in view of Mr, Dulles’ continued insist-
ence that our actions in regard to the off-
shore islands have been taken under the
authority of the resolution which he has
based on the obvious fiction that the Red
attack on these islands is part of and pre-
liminary to an attack on Formosa. It is to
be remembered that seven Senators, who are
now on the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations, voted against inclusion of the
quoted language at the time the resolution
was being debated in 1955.

Our policies of nonrecognition of Red
China and opposition to its seating in the
United Nations are matters within the exclu-
sive jurisdiction of the Executive, but the
days when these policies were considered to
be beyond eriticism by Congress have ended.
“We cannot forever ignore 600 million peo-
ple on the mainland of China,” Senator FuL=
BRIGHT, now chairman of the Foreign Rela~
tions Committee, stated last August, “but
what are we doing to make it possible to deal
with them on the best terms possible?”
More such questions will be asked.

‘WHAT MR, DULLES SAID IN 1850

‘Mr Dulles may even find that the words
which he wrote in his book entitied “War or
Peace” in 1950 have made some congres-
sional converts:

“I have now come to believe that the
United Nations will best serve the cause of
peace if its Assembly is representative of
what the world actually is, and not merely
representative of the parts which we like.
Therefore, we ought to be willing that all
nations should be members without at-
tempting to appraise closely those which are
good and those which are bad. Already that
distinction is obliterated by the present
membership of the United Nations,”

MIDDLE EAST

History's briefest and least eventfu] mili-
tary occupation in the Middle East ended
last October with withdrawal of our troops
from Lebanon and British troops from
Jordan, and the basic tensions have only
increased.

In Lebanon our summer Iintervention
had the net effect of substituting a pro-
Nasser regime for a pro-Western one. Rashib
EKarami, a rebel when our forces landed in
July, is now Prime Minister, and he has
publicly stated that he considers Nasser a
superman, Camille Chamoun, at whose be-
hest we intervened, has folded his tent * * *
and silently stolen away.

In Jordan, plucky King Hussein’s life ex-
pectancy is briefer than ever, and one won-
ders whether it is even proper to recall
President Eisenhower’s proud proclamation
in the spring of 1956 that Jordan was vital
to American interests. If one assassin’s bul-
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let found Iits target, there would be no
Jordan, and neither we nor the British will
be there to do anything about it.

As for Iraq, the administration has never
guite been able to decide whether Eassem is
friend or foe, or whether we should lend a
helping hand to the Baghdad regime or its
many foes, Consequently during a crucial
9 month period in that country's history,
we have had no Iraq policy and offered no
alternatives to Communist proffers and
blandishments.

Elsewhere in the Middle East, rampant
Arab nationalism, as typified by Cairo’s
leader is still the dominant factor; Arab-
Israeli hostility is again resulting in border
occurrences; the future of oil companies’
concessions is more clouded than ever, and
corrupt and unrepresentative regimes still
make revolution a likelihood in many states.

Clearly, these complex problems defy so-
Iution by any unilateral action on the part
of the U.S. Government, mruch less by con-
gressional action. Long-range U.S. policy in
the Middle East will not be on a firm foun-
dation until the Executive succeeds in mak-
ing a clear statement of Western aims, which
is based on correct assessment of the true re-
lation between Communist efforts to promote
conflict and the social, political, and eco-
nomic revolutions under way in the under-
developed areas. We should give frank recog-
nition to the fact that the oll buyer-seller
relationship is as essential to the Arabs as to
ourselves.

While the initiative in this area rests pri-
marily with the Executive, action might be
considered along the following lines by
Congress:

1. Increased appropriations to raise the
living standards of the Palestinian Arab ref-
ugees beyond the mere subsistence level and
to promote thelr resettlement.

2. Reexamination of our present low im-
migration quotas for Jews and Palestinian
Arabs,

3. Exploration of the feasibility of an arms
embargo for the entire area to be enforced
by the United Natlons.

4. Channeling economic ald to specific
projects rather than political regimes.

5. Investigation of the adequacy of our
area intelligence which seemed so deficient
at the time of both Iraq revolutions.

6. Financlial backing to establish a pro-
Western Arab radio station in the Middle
East to counter the “Voice of the Arabs”
from Calro.

7. Consideration of repeal of the so-called
Eisenhower doctrine, & hideous mistake for
which Senators, including the author, must
bear a share of the responsibility. This pol-
icy has embarrassed our friends and totally
missed the main nationalistic trend of

thought in the area. It is not now sub-.

scribed to by any State and has not been
invoked at any time, even in the Lebanese
affair., It has been a cloud to clear think-
ing.

In these areas and many others Congress
can make a substantial contribution to san-
ity and sound policy. It cannot push water
uphill. It cannet fill the vacuum caused by
a failure of Executive leadership amd, in par-
ticular, it cannot prevent those inevitable
further disasters which stare us in the face
50 long as a preoccupled President continues
to rely on advisors whose only answer to any
new thought is “No.”

I would be less than candid if I did not
express my own misgivings about the posi-
tion of the United States during the next 2
years, Our Federal framework of govern=-
ment has put us In an unfortunate position.
We must continue until new Executive lead-

ership is forthcoming, to bump along as best.

we can, developing and advocating new ideas
and new policies, voting legislation and ap-
propriations, probably inadequate in
amount, for purposes dimly understood, if
at all; hoping againsts hope that disaster
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will not strike until conditions beyond the
immediate control of either the Congress or
the people of the United States are reme=
died.

Meanwhile, we will hope to curtail our
brinkmanship abroad while, at the same
time, offering a friendly hand to the uncom-
mitted countries in the world and a less
belligerent, but nonetheless firm, opposition
to the expansionist alms of the Communist
bloe.

AND WHAT ABOUT DISARMAMENT?

Finally & word about the two most im-
portant objectives of our foreign policy, con-
cerning which so much is said and so little
done:

First. Nuclear and conventional disarma-
ment;

Second. A revision of the Charter of the
United Nations in an effort to achieve world
peace through world law.

~ We agitate ourselves and the rest of the
world over the fate of a rocky little island in
the mouth of Amoy Harbor, but how much of
our real brain power, and how much of our
national heart and soul are we putting into
a serious effort to win a workable agreement
with the Communists at the Geneva talks
on the discontinuance of nuclear weapons
and the prevention of surprise attacks? How
many hours in the last 12 months have the
President, the Secretary of State and his
prinecipal advisers put into an earnest search
for ways and means of achieving rellable dis-
armament agreements with communism in
related areas? How much attention has the
State Department given to the hearings of
Senator HUMPHREY's Subcommittee on Dis-
armament? Is anybody in the State Depart-
ment or the White House thinking hard on
the steps which must be taken in the fore-
seeable future to revitalize the United Na-
tions and bring about world peace through
world law if we are not all to be blown to
smithereens?

Or are all these matters considered merely
the foolish dreams of impractical idealists?

The present Congress, I hope, will explore
all these questions.

The Senate majority leader, Lynpon JoHN-
soN, of Texas, has called for “bold, new, imag-
inative programs™ in the field of forelgn
affairs. Such programs are, in my judgment,
quite literally essential to survival. I hope
they will receive the serious attention they
deserve at both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue.

The greatest contribution the Congress
could make to our foreign policy in the next
2 years would be to mobilize American public
opinion in support of serious negotiations
looking toward a practical solution to the
nuclear stalemate and absence of interna-
tional law and order which today holds all
rational minds in the grip of fear.

SAND DUNES NATIONAL PARK,
OREG. ;

Mr, NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorbp an informa-
tive article from the Oregon Daily Jour-
nal, of Portland, of April 13, 1959, written
by Roy J. Beadle, editor of the Journal’s
editorial page. Mr. Beadle’s article de-
scribes a community meeting held at
Reedsport, Oreg., on April 12 to discuss
my bill for creation of a national sea-
shore recreation area in the Oregon
Dunes, under the U.S. National Park
Service.

Mr. Beadle is a responsible journalist,
so I call particular attention to his com-
ments concerning the favorable impres-
sion made upon the audience by repre-
sentatives of the National Park Service,
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when they explained and described the
purpose and intention of my bill.

I am grateful to the citizens and to
the leaders who participated in this
meeting, and for the information of my
colleagues, who eventually will consider
S. 1526, I ask unanimous consent that
Mr. Beadle's article be printed in the
body of the RECORD.

Many residents of the area affected by
the park proposal have questioned vari-
ous aspects of the national seashore proj-
ect, and public meetings which have
been held in Reedsport and Florence,
Oreg., have served to answer and clarify
these questions. I am grateful that the
National Park Service has sent to these
meetings outstanding staff experts, so
that local citizens would have the best
possible source of information about
plans and policies. Some of the ques-
tions and the answers of National Park
Service personnel are reviewed in stories
written by Mr. Don Tacheron of the
Eugene Register-Guard for April 13,
1959. I ask consent that this able re-
portage be included in the Recorp with
my remarks, along with another story
from the Coos Bay World, describing
other comments at the meeting.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the Oregon Journal, Portland, Oreg.,
- Apr. 13, 1959]
OPPOSITION DEVELOPS ON PLAN FOR SAND
DUNES NATIONAL PARK
(By Roy J. Beadle)

REEDSPORT.—The proposed national sea-
shore recreation area along the Oregon
dunes between Florence and Reedsport
is not to be crammed down the throats
of the local residents, some 150 people from
coastal and Willamette Valley points were
told at a show me meeting here Sunday
afternoon.

Ben H. Thompson, Washington, D.C., Chief
of the Recreation Resources Planning section
of the Natlional Park Service, headed a group
of Park Service officlals who sought to
answer the questions in the minds of Reeds~-
port people.

Whatever the opposition among those pres-
ent, it was orderly and polite. It expressed
itself principally in the form of applause for
George Harrington, resident forester for the
Crown-Zellerback Tahkenitch Lake Tree
Farm, who opposed the plan partly on the
basis that recreational needs can be met on
a State and local basis. The proposed na-
tional area would remove 3,000 acres from
the tree farm, which is a source of employ-
ment and of timber products which the local
economy needs, Harrington said.

However, the audience also applauded
Martha Ann Platt, of Portland, representing
the Oregon Audubon Soclety and the Maza-
mas, and Virlis Fisher of Portland and Las
Vegas, representing the Mazamas and the
Sierra Club, both of whom epoke strongly
for the plan. Mrs. Platt sald the Park Serv-
ice can “unlock a whole treasure for you
here on the coast.” Fisher said the proposal,
which is now in the form of a bill intro-
duced by Senator RiCHARD L. NEUBERGER, CAN
become “the finest centennial present” Ore=
gon could have.

Park Service representatives were ap-
plauded when their entire presentation was
completed. They will make a similar presen-
tation tonight at Florence, where opposition
is stronger than in Reedsport. Florence resi=
dents were at the Reedsport meeting but
withheld their questions. Private opinion is
that most Reedsport people are favorable to
the plan but want many more facts.
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Written questions were put by Orin Collier,
attorney, representing the Reedsport Cham-
ber of Commerce. They had to do with the
effect on the local tax base, the impact on
industry, the boundary question, the time
needed for development of the area, etc.

Thompson sald the Government rarely
pays money in lieu of taxes, but the experi-
ence in nearly all national park develop-
ments is that they stimulate allied business
activity so that new taxes more than make
up tax losses from property removed from
loecal rolls.

The boundaries will be determined only
after negotlation with local interests and
other agencies involved, Thompson sald.
The development itself will come slowly,
giving time for local adjustment. Money
will not be available to buy all the property
at once.

Thompson emphasized that extensive
hearings will give ample opportunity for
local people to express their views, Although
the Park Service survey includes Jessie M.
Honeyman State Park in the proposed area,
Thompson sald the final boundaries need not
necessarily include the park. This was in
response to a question from Willlam Tug-
man, publisher of the Port Umpqua Courier
and chairman of the advisory committee
for the State park department. A State park
department official earlier told the Journal
his department would not necessarily op-
pose giving up Honeyman Park if it were
thought to be in the public interest.

George Collins, west coast chief of recre-
ational resources planning for the Park Serv-
ice, cautioned the people not to think so
much in terms of immediate results but to
remember that the dunes area is a rare com-
bination of life and earth sciences which
ought to be preserved for all time.

Herbert Mayer, San PFrancisco, assistant
regional director of the Park Service, spoke
of the tremendous pressure from recrea-
tionists and asked the people to think big.

Willlam E. Walsh, Coos Bay attorney, who
presided, read a telegram from Senator
NeveerGer which sald this plan would re-
sult in national advertising and publicity
which would bring more tourists to the finest
seashore in the Natlon.

[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Register-Guard,
Apr. 13, 1959
DiscussioNn SEssioN HELD AT REEDSPORT ON
IssUES STEMMING FROM PARK PROPOSAL

REEDSPORT.—Local economic considerations
dominated a discussion meeting here Sunday
when a panel of National Park Service offi-
cials answered questions about creation of an
Oregon Dunes national seashore.

William Walsh, Coos Bay, moderator, said
the meeting was organized by the Reedsport
and Florence Chambers of Commerce to get
an orderly statement of facts about the sea-
shore proposal.

Attending an afternoon session were about
200 persons. Included were representatives
of the Oregon press, the State park dept.,
the U.S. Forest Service, local timber firms,
other State and public agencies and private
citizens.

Ben H. Thompson, Chief of Recreation Re=

sources Planning, National Park Service,
Washington, D.C., answered the bulk of the
gquestions.
Most of the questions were posed by attor-
ney Orin Collier, spokesman for the Reeds-
port Chamber of Commerce. They were pre-
pared from lists submitted by the Reedsport
and Florence Chambers.

Few questions were asked from the floor.
There was no debate on the merits of the
park proposal itself. Answers made by mem-
bers of the Park Service panel, which ine
cluded a number of technicians from the
regional office at San Francisco, stressed
these points:
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A Park Service recommendation for pres-
ervation of the Oregon Dunes area is based
on preliminary surveys. No definitive studies
have been made of the area, therefore, no
definitive answers to local problems can be
formulated at this time.

Development of an Oregon Dunes national
seashore would be a long-range proposition
that would not be crammed down the throats
of the people most affected.

Seashore creation would not necessarily
hamper industrial developments in com-
munities located nearby.

QUESTIONS ANSWERED

The substance of some of the questions
raised and the answers of Park Service offi-
cials follow:

Question. If property is removed from the
tax roles, what tax offset will be provided for
the various tax districts involved?

Answer. There is only one park in the na-
tional system for which legislation provided
payments in lieu of taxes. Whether Con-
gress would authorize this procedure here
cannot be determined at thic time.

Question. What would be the effect on
long-term bonded indebtedness already in-
curred by special tax districts?

Answer. The land does not cease to be pro-
ductive and in the long run no special tax
district should suffer.

BUDGET ISSUE

Question. Would the Park Service help
make up for any budget deficit caused by
tax loss of property valuation?

Answer. The Park Service has no power to
do so.

Question. What is the procedure for land?

Answer. The Park Service would negotiate
purchase in the same way as any private in-
dividual, on the basis of appraisals by local
firms. The service policy is to resort to con-
demnation only where necessary.

Question. What is the formula for the use
of property by life tenants?

Answer. Those who desire, would sell their
property subject to a lifetime lease. They
would pay no rent but the purchase price
would be somewhat lower than in cases of
outright sales. They would not be able to
transfer the lease but they would be allowed
to manage and improve the property as they
see fit.

Question. What is the criteria for deciding
what businesses would remain inside the na-
tional seashore?

Answer. There has been no detailed analy-
sis here. However, general policy is that
service businesses would not be permitted
inside. Service businesses include such
things as service stations and overnight ac-
commodations, Boat rental services and
beach buggy operations might be allowed to
remain,

DUNE CONTROL

Question. Would the grass-planting pro-
gram on the dunes be continued?

Answer. The dunes-control program would
be continued, perhaps accelerated.

Question. Could water from the dunes be
tapped for industrial use outside the pre-
serve boundaries? How close to the bound-
aries could industry locate?

Answer. Access to water would be no prob-
lem. The Park Service does not have any-
thing to say about industry outside its areas.

Question. Would existing roads be ac~
quired? Would free access be maintained?

HIGHWAY QUESTION

Answer. The State would continue to
maintain its highways while county roads
would be taken over by the Federal Govern-
ment. There is no charge at Cape Hatteras
National Seashore.

Question. What about fishing and hunt-
ing?

Answer. The Park Service prefers that there
be no deer hunting in a narrow corridor such
as this would be. Migratory waterfowl hunt-
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ing would be managed in accordance with
State regulations.

Question. How many persons would the
Park Service employ?

Answer. Probably a permanent staffl of 5
and seasonal staff of 15 over and above park
facilities development personnel.

Question. Would local construction firms
be used to build park facilities?

Answer. Contracts would be awarded on a
bid basis.

OPINIONS CONSIDERED

Question. To what extent do the desires
and opinions of local residents affect a deci-
slon on boundaries and creation of the sea-
shore area itself?

Answer. Local opinion is not brushed aside.
Congress will not push through a bill over
objections of Congressmen from the area
involved.

Question. What about funds required?

Answer. A small amount, probably about
$20,000, would be required to complete the
study. Somewhere around $3 million has
been estimated for purchase of privately
owned land. Development costs would de-
pend upon the type of facilities.

AREA PROCUREMENT

Question. Would the total seashore area
be taken over at one time?

Answer., No. Land would be acquired over
a long period of time.

Question. Has a study been made of the
local economic problems involved in seashore
creation 7

Answer. Park Service studies are under way
and are expected to be completed some time
this year.

Question. Would it be necessary to sur-
render Honeyman State Park?

Answer. It would not be necessary to trans-
fer the park from State jurisdiction.

A similar discussion meeting is scheduled
to be held at Florence at 8 p.m. Monday.

[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Register-Guard,
Apr. 13, 1959]

Pare ServICE OFFICIALS GIVE VIEWS ON CRE=-
ATING OREGON DUNES NATIONAL SEASHORE
(By Don Tacheron)

ReepsporRT—Inclusion of an upland area
around three fresh water lakes is a funda-
mental requirement of an Oregon Dunes na-
tional seashore.

Creation of such a seashore would prob-
ably put more into the economies of nearby
cities than it would take out, even if lands
now privately owned were removed from
the tax rolls.

POSITION OUTLINED

These are the views of National Park
Service officials who discussed details of the
seashore proposal at a meeting here Sunday.

The Park Service position on the reserve
boundary question and its economic implica-
tions emerged in a series of answers to ques-
tions prepared by the Florence and Reeds-
port Chambers of Commerce.

“A mere strip of beach iz not enough,”
Herbert Maier, a regional director at the
Park Service's San Francisco office, told
about 200 persons who attended the meeting.

Noting a phenomenal increase in seashore
recreational use since World War II, Maier
sald that upland area is needed for camping
and that a strip of land is needed as a
buffer area. He did not expand on these
points.

Considerable opposition to the Neuberger-
Morse seashore proposal centers on inclusion
of land east of Highway 101. Florence area
residents are especially concerned about the
privately owned and highly developed land
around Woahink and Siltcoos Lakes.

LAND SAID RARE
George Collins, regional chief of the Park

Service's Division of Recreation Resources
Planning, San Francisco, said that the land
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area Wwithin suggested reserve boundaries
represents a rare combination of land forms.

After the meeting Collins told the Regis-
ter-Guard that there are at least three tech-
nical reasons why the Park Service feels in-
ciusion of the lake areas is fundamental in
eeashore creation and operation.

Of primary importance, he said, is a com~
bination of land forms making preservation
of the area important to earth and life
eciences. This combination includes three
stages of land development ranging from the
formative stage along the beach to the rela-
tively young but stable forms of the upland
area just east of the lakes. In turn, each
stage of land development supports its own
distinctive flora and fauna, Collins said.

Secondly, Collins pointed out that the nar-
row dunes section alone would not lend it-
self to use by tourlsts on a year around
basis. Prevailing winds would limit the use
of the dunes for picnicking. The dunes
would not be a desirable location for over-
night facilities. Upland areas east of the
highway are required for development into
campsites, Collins said.

Thirdly, the land immediately east of the
highway would undoubtedly be developed
commercially If it were not included, Collins
sald. Such development would not be de-
sirable along the entire length of the sea-
shore boundarles, he added, pointing up the
need for what was termed earlier a buffer
area.

Economic implications of seashore creation
were discussed by Ben H. Thompson, Chief of
Recreation Resources Planning, National
Park Service, Washington, D.C.

Creation of parks requires some readjust-
ment of local economy, but lands included
do not cease to be productive, Thompson
suggested.

Thompson stressed that privately owned
lands for park developments elsewhere have
been acquired over long periods of time.
Thus, he implied, removal of property from
the tax rolls would be a gradual process
depending upon the rate at which funds
are made available.

Meanwhile, increased tourist expenditures
in the area, would ultimately produce reve-
nues that would offset tax losses, Thompson
explained.

Some of those people who sell their prop-
erty inside the reserve presumably would
stay in the area, Thompson said, and new
service businesses would be required outside
the reserve boundaries, he added.

SPENDING INCREASES

Citing the Great Smoky Mountains Na-

tlonal Park, Thompson said that all service
facilities are located outside the park. A
1956 survey indlcated that 2!4 million peo-
ple spent $28 million for service during the
year.
* “That unquestionably produced more in
local taxes than was ever produced by the
land * * * and the same thing is happen-
ing again * * *on Hatteras,” Thompson
sald.

The only national seashore created thus
far under administration of the Park Service
is at Cape Hatteras, N.C. It was authorized
by Congress in 1934 and was created by the
Secretary of Interior.

Land does not cease to be productive un-
der park development, Thompson said, add-
ing “the park is not a whole in the economy”
of the surrounding region.

[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Register-Guard,
Apr. 13, 1959]
PaAPER FIRMS OPPOSE PARK
REEDSPORT.—Spokesmen for the Interna-
tional Paper Co. Gardiner branch, and the
Crown-Zellerbach Corp. sald here Sunday
that their firms oppose the current proposal

for creation of an Oregon Dune national sea-
shore,
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The IPC spokesman said that his firm has
not yet found out in detail how the proposed
seashore would affect its holdings, However,
he added, the firm wants to go on record as
objecting to the proposal.

As was reported earlier by the Register-
Guard, the Crown-Zellerbach Corp. opposes
inclusion of any land east of Highway No.
101, About one-third of the firm’s Lake
Tahwenitch Tree Farm lies within suggested
reserve boundaries, the company spokesman
said.

Two members of the Oregon Audubon
Society, who said they were speaking as indi-
viduals, favored the proposal. They were
Martha Anne Platte, of Portland, and Virlis
Fischer, of Las Vegas, Nev.

Fischer sald that in his opinion, passage
of this measure would be the finest centen-
nial present the State of Oregon could
receive.

Howard Campbell, of Florence, said the
Soil Conservation Service of the Department
of Agriculture has already developed a plan
for preservation of the Oregon Dunes area.
He did not amplify this statement.

[From the Coos Bay World, Apr. 13, 1959]

REEDSPORT INDUSTRIES OPPOSE NATIONAL
CoasT PARK PLAN—FORESTRY FIRM OFFICIALS
HiT GOVERNMENT RAIDS

(By Dawn Peseau)

REEDSPORT.—Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER'S
bill calling for establishment of a national
park between the Umpqua and Siuslaw Riv-
ers, including the seashore, dunes, and Sea
Lion Caves, was opposed by industrial and
other interests here at a mass meeting yes-
terday.

The meeting in the Reedsport High School
cafeteria, attended by several hundred, was
orderly; but the conflicts of interest over
the park proposal were obvious.

The Lower Umpgqua and Florence Cham-
bers of Commerce called the meeting. A
battery of Natlonal Park Service officlals ad-
dressed the crowd and answered searching
questions afterward,

A. J. Myers, general manager of the Long-
Bell division at Gardiner of International
Paper Co., submitted a prepared statement
of objections from his firm.

George Harrington, resident forester from
Crown Zellerbach Corp., read a prepared
statement of protest. He clted his company’s
policy of tree farming in part of the affected
area and its practice of making its land
available to public recreation,

RAIDS CRITICIZED

The company spokesman criticized raids
of Government agencies, urged that the State

should decide when land is withdrawn from

industry and local taxing units.

The Federal officials were asked about the

possibilities of industrial use of the dunes
when and if they are included in a park.
Pacific Power & Light Co. has been experi-
menting in the dunes for several years for
& possible source of industrial water.
. “No,"” replied the Federal spokesmen. "It
should be clearly understood that the United
States is not In the business of acquiring na-
tional park land for industrial uses. There
are ample dunes areas outside the proposed
park region.”

Deskin Bergey, of Pacific Power & Light
Co., attended the meeting.

Other questions volced through the Lower
Umpgua Chamber of Commerce probed the
potential effects on schools, port, fire, and
other taxing districts. The panel was asked
if the Government compensates areas for
tax losses.

LOSS OFFSET

Ben H. Thompson, of Washington, D.C.,
National Chairman of the Recreation Re-
sources Board, replied that loss of tax reve-
nue would be more than offset by increased
revenue to the community resulting from
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the park. But in one instance, he sald—
Grand Teton National Park—payment in lieu
of taxes was made over 20 years to local
districts.

Regarding bonded indebtedness of local tax
bodies, Thompson said the land would not
cease to be productive, that it would be ac-
quired gradually to facilitate adjustments,
and that of the proposed area 13.7 percent
lies in school districts.

“The national park does not become a hole
or a void In the local community,” declared
Thompson. Structures in the area would be
taxable, he added.

William E. Walsh, Coos Bay attorney, mod-
erated the meeting. He read a letter from
NEUSERGER commending the public for its in-
terest and assuring that no boundaries would
be defined or other action taken without full
public hearings, His bill sets a limit of 35,000
acres.

On methods of acquisition, the park ex-
perts stated that the Government resorts to
condemnation only in extreme cases: to clear
title, prevent destructive values, or provide
necessary public facilities like roads.

PROCEDURE TOLD

The procedure begins with appraisal by
three local appralsers. This is followed by
efforts to negotiate with the owner at a fair
market price. Acquisition subject to life oc-
cupancy of the owner is common practice,
sald the Government.

But acquisition precludes the right of leav-
ing the property to successors, they stated.
Also, business established within the bound-
aries of the park would find it more profitable
to move outside, they saild. National park
policy is buying out private business.

The panelists said they could not estimate
when the park, if approved, might be devel-
oped since it depends on appropriation of
funds by Congress. They estimated the cost
at €3 million.

The park officials were asked why the Fed-
eral Government supplements other Federal
and State and county park promotion. They
replied that these other agencies were doing
good work, but an area like a seashore region
requires a single-unit overall program rather
than piecemeal efforts.

Replying to questions, the panel stated:

The Park Service would take over county
roads within the park, but the State would
retain its roads. Highway 101 would not be-
come a toll road inside the park.

Park policy permits fishing, but hunting is
carefully controlled.

Land ownership in the proposed park is
divided thus: Federal, 13,115 acres; State,
522; county, 320; private, 14,863; lakes, 4,250;
total, 33,170.

The Park Service representatives, in their
preliminary address, described the Neuberger
bill as part of Mission 66, a national recrea-
tion expansion program now in its third year
of study. It was prompted partly by deple-
tion of recreation areas on the east coast.

Among Government officials present were
Herbert Maier, assistant regional director of
the National Park Service, Thompson,; George
L. Collins, regional chairman of recreational
resources and planning from San Francisco;
and State agents.

William Morse represented Senator Neu-
BERGER.

LABOR-MANAGEMENT REPORTING
AND DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1959

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

- The Chair lays before the Senate the
unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1555) to provide for the
reporting and disclosure of certain finan-
cial transactions and administrative
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practices of labor organizations and em-
ployers, to prevent abuses in the ad-
ministration of trusteeships by labor or-
ganizations, to provide standards with
respect to the election of officers of labor
organizations, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. ErvIN].

The Chair recognizes the Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in
the coming days, much will be said, just
as much has been said, relative to the
disclosures hefore the McClellan select
committee. Much has been written,
mauch is being written, and much will be
written about the atrocities and arro-
gant abuses of power which have been re-
vealed before this committee during the
Jast 2 years. The revelations, the
words—written and spoken—go round
and round in a repetitious pattern like
drops of water in a whirlpool, slowly at
first, but faster and faster as they race
toward their vortex, the vortex of final
conclusion. This conclusion is summed
up on one word: power. All of the abuses
which have been disclosed both on the
side of labor and the side of management
have been caused by the excessive and
arrogant and even illegitimate use of
power. Dr. Sylvester Petro, professor of
law at New York University, is one who
has studied the entire transcripts of the
MecClellan hearings and who has written
intelligently and revealingly on this sub-
ject in his new book “Power Unlimited—
Corruption Unlimited.”

I shall be referring to Dr. Petro's words
throughout this initial speech of mine
on the subject, so let me borrow a shock-
ing statement taken from the pages of
the McClellan committee and appear-
ing in his book to illustrate at the out-
set my point that the root—yes, the
disease—is power:

Mr. TurNER (a reporter for the Portland
Oregonian and a witness before the McClellan
Ilabor committee). I mean the members of
the [Western Conference of Teamsters] un-
ion are scared to death to get out of line.

Chairman McCLELLAN. They are afraid to
tell the truth and to reveal what they know?

Mr. TurNER. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN, Their fear is what?

Mr. TurNER, That their union cards at

least will be taken up and they will be out
of employment, * * *

Senator Munpr. To be deprived of their
Jobs, and they could not support their fam-
ilies?

Mr, TurNER. Yes, sir.

Senator MunNpT. There are other types of
retaliation which they fear?

Mr. TURNER. Yes, sir; that union has a
history in our State of physical violence to
people who disagreed with them.

This, Mr. President, is an example—
just one example among hundreds—of
the sheer use of power by union bosses
which has produced the shocking revela-
tions of the last 2 years.

As I stated at the outset of this dis-
cussion, much has been said and cer-
tainly much more will be said on the
floor of the Senate relative to this sit-
uation, but I doubt that we shall hear
many references to the real source of
trouble. In fact, if one studies S. 1555
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one cannot recognize in its language any
apprehension of the source of the evils
which S. 1555 purportedly attacks.
What we are doing with S. 1555, if we
give it serious consideration in its pres-
ent form, is to recognize the symptoms
and refuse to deal with the disease. It
is exactly as if a doctor told a patient
who was suffering from cancer to go
home and not worry about it; it is only
a tummy ache. What we are saying to
the American people as we proceed to
consider this bill, reported by the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, is
that there is really no sickness in the
union movement; there are only symp=-
toms of sickness., It is in this general
attitude that I suggest the Kennedy-
Ervin bill approaches the subject.

I submit that the bill introduced does
not begin to correct the evils to which it
is directed. Because the majority of
Americans are alarmed by developments
in the labor movement and can see the
inevitable results if we in Congress fail
to meet the problem squarely and solve
it, the matter should be thoroughly dis-
cussed and debated.

For a moment, let us look at the
problem as a whole. What has caused
the shocking sifuations revealed? Why
do we have brutality? Coercion? And
violence? With every sign that more
is to come? I will tell you, Mr. Presi-
dent, in one word. As we examine the
history of our present situation, we find
time and again the reflection of power:
Unrestrained, irresponsible, unrelenting
power sanctioned by law. There is an
alarming pattern here. A relatively
novel one to the history of this country,
because it is exactly the same monster
from which our forefathers fled.

Because they knew the meaning of
power and its inevitable corollary, cor-
ruption, the framers of the Constitution
had every intention that the Constitution
should be directed against the channel-
ing of power into the hands of any single
group or privileged few. Those men
fresh from the scene of domination and
oppression saw the immediate danger of
privileged monopoly.

But what is the trend today? The
trend is following a pattern certain to
produce monopoly and bigness.

There are three areas in which this is
taking place: First, there is Government.
Government has become so large today
that nearly every move we make is met
with Federal regulation. Government
after government in the history of this
world has fallen because of the concen-
tration of power in a centralized govern-
ment; and, today, we are witnessing this
growth in our own Nation’s Capital. It
can be successfully argued, Mr, President,
in my own opinion, that big government
spawns both big business and big labor,
and that the three together will consti-
tute a constant danger to our freedoms.

The second area of bigness is business.
I may say that the usual explanation of
the size of today’s corporations is that,
through a competitive struggle for sur-
vival, they have merged, for technolog-
ical reasons, into massive combines.

But can the immense size be explained
alone in this way? Not at all. There
are two factors causing it, but the under-
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lying reason for both is governmental
policy. Fiscally, it is explained by two
leading economists, Louis O. Kelso and
Mortimer J. Adler, who state that in
the operation of our great corporations .
today, the wealth produced by capital is
divided by reference to considerations of
expediency. Some goes to supplement
wages; some, to pay the double tax on
wealth produced by capital; some, to pro-
vide a major portion of new capital for-
mation,

Corporations are subject to an income
tax that is levied only upon the wealth
produced by capital. The Federal Gov-
ernment and most States levy such taxes
on corporations doing business within
their respective borders. Under these
tax regulations, however, corporations
are not merely permitted indefinitely to
plough back the wealth produced by their
capital. They are constrained to do so
by the effect of the steeply graduated
personal income tax on the dividends
received by their larger stockholders.

Thus, the structure of our tax system
promotes bigness in the size of today’s
corporations.

As the size of the corporations grows,
so grows the size of the unions with
which management must deal in the
determination of wage rates and benefits
to be received by employees. As the
unions grow, the trend snowballs for in-
dustry-wide bargaining, and this is fol-
lowed by a greater body of Federal regu-=
lations proscribing such bargaining be-
tween employers and union representa-
tives.

Government regulations on employee
relations impose compliance burdens on
today’s businessman, such that only the
largest can afford the staffs of account-
ants, lawyers and researchers required to
keep abreast of procedures imposed upon
them by bureaucratic proclamation. Mr.
President, if the businessman attempts
to follow the normal course of free enter-
prise, ignoring government channels,
criminal sanctions are soon imposed
upon him, and his business is terminated.
Thus, Government practice in the em-
ployee-relations field encourages large
corporations to grow larger.

Now for the third area, the one in
which we are now intimately concerned.
In contrast fo business regulation,
through a system of sanctions, our Gov-
ernment has created in the trade-union
movement the power and privilege to
compel union membership and to regi-
ment employees by economic measures
which are irresistible. This power today
has the most far-reaching effect. Oddly
enough, in this age of vast government
and the prolification of laws, we have in
labor relations little government and less
law. We have, instead, what Professor
Petro calls a series of special privileges

for abusive and destructive trade union
conduct.

He states that:

The superstate has enmeshed honest and
productive citizens in a debilitating tangle
of contradictory rules and regulations while
nourishing the lust of the viclous and the
unscrupulous and tolerating their abuses
with complacency until they now threaten
not only the source which produces them,
but also the governmental officials who have
been feeding them.,
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Out of the wilderness of conflicting rules
and the jungle of special privilege, the looters
and destroyers who figure so largely in the
McClellan hearings, have emerged with un-
limited economic power and fearful political
power. They have made the most of an
environment cut to their qualifications.

Thus, in labor relations, freedom has
become a fugitive trapped, held by a su-
perstate, while giant unions *‘slug it out.”
They are “slugging it out” with big busi-
ness in the most fearful struggle of our
century. Even Jimmy Hoffa has rec-
ognized this situation; and I quote from
an interview with him, as published in
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch:

The future of labor-management relations
is big labor and big business, for there is no
room for the small bu:iness or the small
union. That is unfortunate, but true. We
have reached the saturation point. Now we
have to organize what don't belong to us to
stay in business. We are in business to make
money—not for profit, we are a nonprofit
organization, but to expand. We are out for
every quarter we can get,

Mr. President, what will come of this
struggle is in our hands here in the Con-
gress now. This conflict of raw power,
if left unchecked in its present direction,
can only result in having government
alone emerge as the sole survivor.

America is in danger. Not alone from
the material or military threat of our
enemies in Russia, but from one that ex-
ists within the boundaries of our coun-
try, within the hearts and minds of our
people, a weakness reflected in the ac-
ceptance of the abuses of power, and a
weakness further demonstrated by our
inability to face up to the real danger.
The Soviet threat is one which need not
panic us, so long as we avoid abandon-
ment of our fundamental strength—the
principle of freedom under law.

The danger lies in the excessive power
and special privileges. All big unions,
as they wield the club of economic pres-
sures, exploiting to the limit their priv-
jleges, have formed industry-wide mo-
nopolies fraught with abuses and
corruption so rampant that they portend
certain destruction of the trade-union
movement, with the attendant hand-
maiden of disaster for our country.

What has brought this about? The
answer lies in the failure of government
to control power and corruption. Let
me give some examples:

In Nebraska, a small trucking concern
owned by a man named Tom Coffee,
who refused to deliver his truckers to the
Teamsters Union when a form contract
was thrown at him by Teamsters agents,
was put out of business by secondary
boyecott, In his testimony before the
MecClellan committee, Mr. Coffee said:

They were going to organize the men from
the top down and they didn't have time to
fool with the little companies, such as mine,
and I suggested then that we ask the NLRB
for an election. They sald that they weren't
interested in an election and I said that I
would insist on an election. They informed
me that if I would, that they would stall any
election that I might insist on until I was
bankrupt anyhow.

True to its word, the Teamsters drove
Mr. Coffee out of business. By means of
a secondary boycott, supplemented by
the use of violence and election-delay-
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ing tactics, Mr. Coffee’s business was
closed out. Mr. Coffee won every step
of the way through the NLRB and his
case was legally affirmed; but as he put
it, “I never lost before a Federal court or
hefore the NLRB, but I lost my busi-
ness.”

The committee agreed that the NLRB’s
dilatory, slow election processes were
fundamentally responsible for Mr.
Coffee’s ruination. We thus called
NLRB Chairman Leedom before the
committee, to have him try to explain
this. His statement was that the
Board’s election procedures, like all legal
procedures, can always be abused by one
who has the intention of delaying deci-
sions, and that although irreparable in-
jury may be incurred, due process does
not permit the waiving of rules. He
stated:

It looks like redtape to a union or em-
ployer who feels frustrated by the delays,
but what is one man's redtape is sometimes
the other man’s due process.

Mr. President, it seems shocking that
when our equity courts throughout the
Nation stand ready with temporary re-
straining orders designed precisely to
guard against the type of disaster Mr.
Coffee suggested, the NLRB, which spe-
cializes in such matters, has no such re-
lief to offer. Permitting employers direct
access to courts would achieve two
worthwhile results: It would prevent the
ruination and destruction of threatened
businesses, and it would tend to speed up
the Board's election processes.

The Teamsters are also active in civie
affairs. Let me read to you, Mr. Presi-
dent, an Associated Press dispatch taken
from my own Phoenix, Ariz., newspaper,
the Republic:

Union Raps GIRL ScouTs

San Frawcisco—A spokesman for the
Teamsters' Bakery Drivers Union says $4,000
in union contributions to the United Cru-
sade will be withheld until the Girl Scouts
promise not to sell nonunion cookies.

The United Crusade is a combination of
areawide public welfare groups. Union Sec-
retary Wendell Phillips sald the union
learned that several Girl Scout units in the
San Francisco Bay area had ordered cookies
from nonunion bakeries in. the Midwest.
“What we want is a promise that the girls
will buy local union-baked cookies in the
future,” he said.

They are charity minded, Mr. Presi-
dent, as long as they can dictate the
terms upon which the charity is to op-
erate.

Mr. President, the 5-year-old Kohler
strike furnishes a record of mass pick-
eting, nationwide secondary boycotts,
and probably more instances of violence
than does any other strike in American
history. What was the purpose? The
purpose was to force unionism on un-
willing employees. In short, here is the
picture:

Early in 1954, the United Automobile
Workers held a strike election upon a
company refusal to accept a compulsory
union membership contract. At the
time, the Kohler Co. had 3,300 employ-
ees; but the vote tally shows that only
one-third of them participated in the
election. The vote was 1,105 to 104, and
the Kohler employees decided to strike.
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Immediately after the strike was called,
the United Automobile Workers set up a
mass picket line, forming a human bar-
ricade of over 2,000 persons, a great
many of whom were United Automobile
Workers members who came long dis-
tances to participate as part of the
United Auto Workers “flying squadron.”™
Entrance into the plant was made im-
possible, although any worker who
wished to do so had a legal right to
enter. Many did, in fact, attempt to do
so, since nearly two-thirds of the Kohler
employees had not participated in the
strike vote and were not unwilling cap-
tives of the union. Even with the inter-
vention of the police, they were kept out.
Nonstrikers were harassed, assaulted,
and humiliated. Away from the plant,
their home lives were made miserable by
threatening phone calls, demonstrations,
and vandalism. There were over 800 in-
stances involving beatings, paint bomb-
ings, thrown acid, tire slashing, dyna-
mited cars, and other violence.

In describing the union action in the
Kohler strike, Donald Rand, an out-of-
town international representative, had
this to say:

It seems to me that it is almost sinful to
have any labor cnsput.e degenerate to the
point this one has—where we actually have
to wreck the company. That's what we're
doing, wrecking the company.

Mr, William Bersch, a nonstriker, tes-
tified that John Gunaca, an out-of-town
member of the UAW flying squadron of
goons, assaulted and beat Bersch's father
so badly that he was sent to the hospital,
where he stayed for 18 days. Seven
times after that he was returned to the
hospital, and never fully recovered his
health to the day of his death a year
later. Mr. Gunaca fled to Michigan,
where until recently he avoided extradi-
tion and prosecution for his vicious
attack.

In another outrageous incident, Mr.
Willard Van Ouwerkerk was accosted one
night in a tavern during the strike and
viciously assaulted, after he had indi-
cated that he did not wish to join the
union. Mr. Van Ouwerkerk stands 5 feet
6 inches and weighs 125 pounds. His
antagonist, William Vinson, was 27 when
he assaulted Van Ouwerkerk, weighed
230 pounds, and was 6 feet 32 inches
tall. Van Ouwerkerk had been hit from
behind in the back of the head, knocked
down, and kicked. The results were
three or four broken ribs and a punctured
lung, from which he contracted pneu-
monia. Willlam Vinson was arrested,
tried, and convicted. Subsequently, Mr.
Emil Mazey, UAW international secre-
tary-treasurer, made a speech at a union
meeting, later broadcast to the Sheboy-
gan radio audience, in which he stated
that the judge in the case, Judge Schlict-
ing, was unqualified to serve on the
bench in that community. The provo-
cation for this and other attacks upon
Judge Schlicting was a comparatively
mild 1-to-2-year sentence the judge had
imposed upon Vinson for his assaulf, in
spite of .the fact that the maximum
sentence possible in such a case was 3
vears. Vinson actually served only 13
months. In defiance of the court order,
Mazey issued a vicious attack upon the
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integrity of Judge Schlicting, and im-
posed a UAW boycott upon the grocery
store in which the judge’s family had an
interest. Unable to withhold comment
any longer, several Catholic clergymen in
Sheboygan issued a statement in which
they pointed out that the attorneys for
the convicted man had openly compli-
mented the judge for his fairness dur-
ing the trial and went on to say:

The State supreme court denied the con-
victed man a stay of execution of the sen-
tence. In the face of all these facts, the
secretary-treasurer of the UAW-CIO, Emil
Mazey, closing his eyes to the fact that the
injured man was in danger of dying, accused
the judge of bias against organized labor.

He even presumed to question whether the
judge is qualified to serve as a judge in this
community. He has attacked the integrity
of a major court of this country and de-
serves to be called decisively to task for this
insolence.

Lawlessness is the result in any soclety or
community when law and order are dlsre-
garded and flouted. It is the beginning of
anarchy. Is the secretary-treasurer advocat-
ing either one?

Mazey promptly issued a statement in
which he declared that these clergymen
were not men of integrity themselves.
Mr. Mazey, in a later statement before
the McClellan committee reiterated his
accusation that the clergymen of She-
boygan were not men of integrity. This
would indicate that Mr. Mazey now not
only is above the law, but he and his
union have no respect for the church and
the clergy either.

This strike has now gone on over 5
years. It has cost the United Automo-
bile Workers over $13 million. It is the
admitted attempt of a gigantic union to
break a company, regardless of what it
costs in money, men, production, and
American honor and prestige. While
this' has no direct bearing on the sub-
ject being discussed, I could not help
wondering, when the unemployed march
on Washington occurred last week, how
much good this 13-plus million dollars
would have done those unemployed peo-
ple had it been applied there, instead of
;nban attempt to destroy a company and

obs.

The upshot of the violence and intimi-
dation at the Kohler Co. was a complete
breakdown of law and order.

Similar occurrences occurred at the
Perfect Circle strike in 1955. Between
July and October of that year more than
200 instances of violence occurred in the
area of struck Perfect Circle plants in
Indiana. The climax came on October
5, when a mob, only part of which were
strikers, invaded the New Castle plant.
The scene was described to the McClel-
lan committee as follows:

Early in the morning, unusual activi-
ty was observed to the south and to the
west of the plant. As time went on traf-
fic in the area increased out of all pro-
portion to normal conditions, and by
9:30 a.m. the streets were congested for
blocks by parked and slowly moving
vehicles. Women employees were sent to
the cafeteria in the basement of the
building. The men gathered in groups
and silently watched the activity on the
outside. Every person in the plant was
extremely apprehensive and in fear of
what was to come. As guns were fired
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as a signal, two groups of the mob, each
numbering hundreds, converged on the
plant, charged forward, -crashing
through the gate. While 40 or 50 men
started toward the entrances, a mob of
2,000 was gathered outside. A car park-
ed outside the plant area was over-
turned, just as an employee stepped out
on a platform in the northeast corner
of the building and fired a 20-gage shot-
gun, low and in front of the men who
were overturning the car, and continued
to fire in front of the people who were
approaching the plant entrances. At
this point firing from the outside be-
gan. A woman standing in the window
of the shipping room was shot in the
upper left leg, the bullet lodging in the
bone just below the hip joint, At about
the same time one of the supervisors
from the Hagerstown plant, standing in
the payroll office, was hit in the abdomen
by a bullet from the outside that came
through the window. While shotgun
blasts and rifle fire continued, the dem-
onstrators barraged the plant with
stones and other objects for an hour and
a half. Nearly all the windows in the
office buildings were broken and many
cars inside the fence were damaged. A
house across the street was demolished.

The mob included a great many peo-
ple who were not strikers and who were
not even New Castle residents. Many
were UAW members from more than
20 miles away. The UAW disclaimed all
responsibility in connection with these
outsiders, as well as any responsibility
for the violence. Confronted with this
intolerable situation, officials of the
UAW said that the union would be will-
ing to go back to peaceful picketing if
the management and city and State
police would cooperate and stop protect-
ing nonunion workers. They refused to
agree to assist in stopping the violence,
but said that if management only was al-
lowed to enter the plant the union would
agree to peaceful picketing with but five
men on the line. This, of course, would
mean the closing of the plant. When
the Lieutenant Governor stated that de-
claring martial law would not involve
closing the plant, one representative
then warned that if the plant operated
there could be more violence of the same
kind that occurred earlier in the day.
Further, he stated that plants at Hagers-
town and Richmond could become tar-
gets of the same sort of violent demon-
stration, but disavowed any UAW desire
for such violence.

In the Kohler and Perfect Circle
strikes and similar cases, there seemed
to be a surprising lack of law enforce-
ment and a reluctance on the part of
law-enforcement officials to prosecute
those responsible for the violence.
Often our commitee traced this to the
fact that witnesses are often reluctant
to testify before courts and juries
against the union for fear of reprisal,
and that convicting evidence may be
nearly impossible to obtain. We on the
MecClellan committee have noted this to
be true in many instances when wit-
nesses willingly gave information in pri=-
vate sessions with investigators, but
when called before the commitee took
the fifth amendment and refused to give
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evidence involving unions or union
officials.

Another abuse of power is that of
foreing employers to organize employees
for the union in what is known as or-
ganization from the top. A recalcitrant
employer can be forced to sign his em-
ployees into the organizing union re-
gardless of whether or not they wish to
be represented by the union. The
stranger picket line is used to bring this
result about.

Donald Skaff demonstrated to the Mc-
Clellan committee how stranger picket-
ing works. The Skaff Co., employing
45 workers, was approached by Team-
sters Local Union No. 332 in Flint, Mich.
The union presented a collective agree-
ment for the company's signature. In
Mr. Skaff’s words:

The overriding theme in the entire inci-
dent is that we were prepared to have a vote
of the employees involved from the very first
day that we were approached by the Team-
sters. They were unwilling to have a vote.
They wanted to organize from the top and
have us sign and not have a vote of the
employees.

The union, however, resisted an elec-
tion because it was evident the Skaff em-
ployees did not wish it to represent them.
Mr. Skaff was faced with a dilemma.
The National Labor Relations Board
would not take the case and order an
election: The business was too small
On the other hand, the Michigan State
Mediation Board could be of assistance
in ordering an election only if the union
agreed to it. Finally, Mr. Skaff said:

The Mediation Board recommended that
we join the union, since it was simply a case
of who was the strongest.

Mr. Skaff decided to fight, and con-
tinued to fight even affer the union set
up its stranger picket line and beset him
and his company with violence. He was
ultimately forced to give in, however, so
strong was the union’s power. Three
months after Mr. Skaff had refused to
sign the coercive agreement he agreed
that they were too small, signed the rec-
ognition papers, and allowed the com-
pany to be organized from the top.

Mr. President, this goes on and on and
on. Thousands and thousands of un-
willing American employees are signed
into union membership against their
desires by this tactic of an organization
from the top. I suggest that in S. 1555
there is no remedy for this shocking
condition.

One case follows another, and the ex-
perience of James J. Sporney, manager
of the equipment division of Quaker City
Motors Parts Co., Philadelphia, is typi-
cal. He festified that Bernard J. Mar-
cas, organizing director for the Team-
sters Joint Council 1953, had told him
that if they did not sign up—

You will get nothing in. We will close
you up first, if you don't sign up. We don't
want a vote, we want a eontract. I control

Philadelphia. The wunion controls the
country.

In another power play, the unions
have moved into politics. What this
portends for the Nation, if allowed to
continue, can easily be seen from the
following statement made by James L.
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McDevitt, codirector of the Committee
on Political Education at a regional
meeting of local union officials of New
England in Hartford, Conn., on July 19,
1956:

We are driving to see that every so-called
labor leader speaks for what is best for the
movement and not what is best for him.
We are going to get the labor leaders who
differ publicly with the position on candi-
dates and issues already established by the
labor movement. Such differings (hurt) the
cause. These so-called labor leaders that
differ with the movement will be uncovered.
We plan to, and we will, publicly and among
the rank-and-file, brand them as traitors.
That’s what they are—traitors—and that's
what they will be called—traltors.

We are warning you now, and we are
warning all in the future: Do not differ with
the movement with respect to issues or
candidates. We will not stand for it.

Believe me, Mr. President, this is no
idle threat. The means may differ, but
they always follow through. Here is an
example:

Having been defeated in their election
attempts in Arizona last fall, on April 5,
the Committee on Political Education
held a convention in my State and came
up with some interesting plans. They
have concluded that our newspapels are
biased and prejudiced in their news
coverage.

Mr. President, they came to that con-
clusion because our local newspapers un-
covered the fact that the COPE organ-
izer in the southwestern section of the
United States had a very interesting jail
record. He worked throughout the
southwestern area of the United States.
When our local newspapers disclosed the
fact of the jail record, the Committee
on Political Organization decided the
newspapers were biased and prejudiced
for merely printing the fact that their
organizer had spent some time in jail.

Last week, with the Committee on
Political Education-supported candidate
who ran last fall against our new Re-
publican Governor acting as attorney,
corporation papers were quietly filed for
a $10.5 million newspaper enterprise.
Big plans are underway in Arizona,
with compulsory dues money as the
propellant.

They approach us in Congress with
similar big plans in the form of de-
mands. Just recently AFL-CIO Presi-
dent Meany told us what kind of a labor
bill we could pass in a statement before
the Building Trades Council. Mr.
Meany said that much as labor wel-
comes a cleanup of corruption, unless
the provisions of title VI of the Kennedy-
Ervin bill containing the so-called
sweeteners were allowed to remain in,
this bill would become unpalatable to
labor and every effort would be made to
assure its defeat.

Mr. President, there is nothing in title
VI of the Eennedy-Ervin bill which by
the remotest stretch of the imagination
relates to anything that has been re-
vealed by the McClellan committee, If
Mr. Meany is honest and sincere in his
statement about wanting to clean up
corruption, he cannot be against the
Kennedy bill, against the administration
bill, or against the MecClellan bhill. If
he is honest, as I feel he is, I think he
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will retract that threat to the Congress
of the United States.

Such threats to a Congress which is
disposed not to incur the displeasure of
big labor would carry great weight. I
ask my colleagues to ponder for just one
moment what the hue and ery would be
if either the chamber of commerce or the
National Association of Manufacturers
attempted to tell the Congress of the
United States in such an arrogant fash-
ion what it would stand for or not stand
for in the way of legislation.

The Taft-Hartley Act prohibits politi-
cal activity at the Federal level on the
part of unions and corporations alike;
yvet labor organizations are openly en-
gaged in politics at all levels under the
guise of education. Operating under the
name of COPE—Committee on Political
Education—they move into campaigns,
name candidates, dictate platforms, pro-
vide political manpower, radio and TV
and printed advertising, and trained po-
litical directors. In short, they are more
concerned today with political activity
than they are with the bargaining table.
When one considers that the income of
labor organizations approaches $700 mil-
lion this year one can begin to under-
stand the power potential of this group
in the area of politics. The power to
control the Congress and State houses
and legislative bodies—the power to de-
stroy our political philosophies.

Who is responsible for the abuses
which the McClellan committee has re-
vealed? It is my firm belief that the
responsibility lies in all three branches
of our Government, and in their separate
ways all three have been equally cul-
pable. The source of the abuses lies in
the special privileges which trade unions
enjoy and which were granted starting
in the early 1930's and which have con-
tinued through today.

First, Congress took away the right
of every man who is endangered by
unlawful conduct to immediate relief
in the courts when irreparable injury
is threatened. Congress has taken this
right away from employers and em-
ployees and even the most unlawful con-
duct, when such conduct involves a
union, cannot be enjoined. The Con-
gress has also insured the weakening of
employer resistance to even the most cor-
rupt of trade union demands. Congress
has denied access to the courts for im-
mediate injunctive relief in two ways.
First, for all practical purposes the
Norris-La Guardia Act prohibits Federal
courts from enjoining any activity in
any labor case except violence amount-
ing to civil insurrection. Thus, no em-~
ployer can go into Federal court and get
an immediate injunction against the
most damaging picketing or secondary
boycott even if it violates the Taft-
Hartley Act. He cannot secure injunc-
tive relief against violent union action
unless he can prove that the local au-
thorities are unwilling or unable to con-
trol the violence. The only injunctive
relief available, thus, is usually obtain-
able only after the damage is done. This
usually allows a business to be destroyed
before relief is afforded. In the second
instance, the Taft-Hartley Act enforce-
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ment is assigned exclusively to the Na=
tional Labor Relations Board. If the
National Labor Relations Board and its
general counsel refuse to prosecute the
case, the employer is simply out of luck.
He must take it on the chin. In prac-
tice it has been the small employers
who have suffered because seldom has
National Labor Relations Board action
come quickly enough to them to avoid
irreparable injury. The Taft-Hartley
Act itself has been responsible for some
of the abridgements of employee free-
dom, in spite of the fundamental prin-
ciple of the Taft-Hartley Act being that
of free employee choice. Employees are
expressly declared to have the right to
join or not to join unions, free of eco-
nomic or physical coercion by either
employers or unions, but Congress ex-
plicity permitted unions to impose union-
shop contracts upon employers and em-
ployees in States where such contracts
are not prohibited. Unfortunately, this
last act, coupled with the dilatory proc-
esses of the National Labor Relations
Board and the Supreme Court’s preemp-
tion doctrine, have blotted out the good
intentions of the Taft-Hartley Act.

Thus, in brief, Congress set the stage
and rang up the curtain, and handed the
executive department its weapons of de-
struction. Through a series of strained
interpretations, the NLRB has suf-
ficiently emasculated the Taft-Hartley
Act so that unions today have the very
powers of compulsion which Congress
had hoped to eliminate by the passage of
the act. Here is one good example. In
the New York Waldorf-Astoria barber
case, the Waldorf-Astoria barbers were
compelled to join a union to which they
were opposed because the pressure ex-
erted against the management and the
immediate employer, the Terminal Bar-
ber Shops, was too great. The Teamsters
stopped all deliveries, and garbage collec-
tions ceased. The hotel management re-
fused to allow the hotel to be shut down
merely because of a dispute in the bar-
ber’s union and informed the barbers
that they would have to join. At the
hearings it was shown that the NLRB
was without any power to afford relief
to either the Waldorf Hotel or the small
barbers’ union, since this was one of the
difficult common situs cases.

Professor Petro has offered a workable
explanation of how relief might be ob-
tained were we not saddled with the
vagaries of NLRB rulings. He states
that the difficulty exists only in the minds
of the NLRB and its staff, and that the
case is not a difficult one at all. The
journeymen barbers' picketing was un-
lawful as addressed to the Waldorf bar-
bers, and it was doubly unlawful inas-
much as it harmed the Waldorf-Astoria
Hotel itself, a secondary employer. Fur-
thermore, the Teamsters' refusal to cross
the picket line to deliver supplies and
pick up garbage, a refusal directed by
Teamster officials, was an independent
violation of the act. It amounted to in-
ducement of work stoppage by a union
in an attempt to make one employer, the
trucking company employing the Team-
sters, cease dealing with another, the
Waldorf-Astoria Hotel. Professor Petro
states that it could be demonstrated that
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a number of other Taft-Hartley viola-
tions occurred in the journeyman bar-
bers’ picketing, the accompanying boy-
cott, and the ultimate result. In thisin-
stance the violations were ignored, how-
ever, and the Board which had been set
up to enforce the law with respect to
these very types of violations would do
nothing about them.

In the third act of this three-ring cir-
cus we see the Supreme Court carefully
insuring that the constitutional rights
taken away by the other branches are
laid forever to rest beneath a headstone
of a judicial case law. They began by
broadening the base upon which the Fed-
eral Government could act. Every type
of business and every conceivable type
of activity became such that it affected
interstate commerce. When it came to
labor relations, the Court merely ex-
panded this broad doctrine, pronouncing
that the States should have no part in
deciding the fate of labor cases within
their borders.

Once having declared unions and their
activities as affecting interstate com-
merce, they promptly released unions
from the restraint of the antitrust law.
It gave them the free use of a powerful
tool, picketing, under the constitutional
free-speech doctrine.

Next, it denied employers and non-
union employees access to State courts
by means of the Garner—Garner v.
Teamsters Union (346 U.S. 485 (1953) ) —
and Guss—Guss v. Utah Labor Relations
Board (353 U.S. 1 (1957) )—cases con-
ferring exclusive jurisdiction on the
Federal board and courts by means of
the preemption doctrine.

In this tripartite fashion the trade
union movement has been encouraged to
amass power, to abuse its privileges, and
to dominate the American scene. No
wonder we find abuse. Power is abuse.
Congress has a job to do. When we
Senators assume our positions, we place
our hand on the Bible and solemnly
swear to uphold and protect the Consti-
tution of the United States against all
enemies, foreign and domestic. This
oath is not taken capriciously; it is not
taken lightly; it is a solemn oath that
thousands of people have taken upon
entering Congress to protect the basic
concepts of their Republic. It is an
oath which binds them to the job of see-
ing to it that the freedoms enunciated
by the Bill of Rights and insured by the
Constitution will remain forever in-
violate. The job of Congress is to de-
fend, preserve and protect our people,
not to cower before self-interest. The
alternative if we delay longer is degrada-
tion and failure. But in spite of this
imperative mandate, let us look at what
Congress is actually doing. The Senate
has just had reported to it in a new
version, 8. 1555, a slightly amended ver-
sion of the old Kennedy-Ervin bill.
Therefore, I have said before on the
floor of this Senate, and I have said in
innumerable meetings around the
United States, that the Kennedy-Ervin
bill does not face up to the fundamental
problem, which is a problem of power.
If I were to be kind to the proponents of
this bill, I would recognize that it has
the procedures of a fairly good reporting
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bill, but I suggest at the same time that
reporting will not cure the evils pro-
duced by the blatant misuse of power by
union leaders as has been disclosed be-
fore the MceClellan committee. The
Kennedy bill naively assumes that by
reporting alone, the Secretary of Labor
can detect the tyrants in labor and can
then subdue them. It assumes that by
mere words it can guarantee democratic
processes to the union members without
giving the union members at the same
time any recourse to decisive action
should those rights be ignored. It says,
in effect by omission, that while clergy-
men, or the president or vice president
of a chamber of commerce, or similar
officers of the Red Cross or the YMCA
and the YWCA are charged with fidu-
ciary responsibilities, the union leader
remains a sancrosanct person above
these responsibilities. The MecClellan
committee in its interim report of last
year specifically requested legislation to
take care of the no man's land, fiduci-
ary responsibility, and democratic proc-
esses. Yet, the EKennedy bill ignores
two of those recommendations even
though its author signed a report which
made those recommendations. The
second interim report of the MecClellan
committee has not yet been published
but it is inconceivable to me that this
can be released without specific recom-
mendations that secondary boycotts and
blackmail picketing be banned. Yet,
the Kennedy bill completely avoids these
two areas, both of which would be very
objectionable to the union bosses.

What we in Congress must awaken to
is the fact that freedom is the target of
concentrated power. There is no ques-
tion that trade unions have been scoring
bull’s-eyes for 30 years and taking away
freedom which belongs to all of us and
our children. How much more is there
available for sacrificial offering? I sub-
mit that it may be too late. There is no
question, however, that if we have any
hope of retaining what little is left, we
must deny the special privileges which
allow the violence and monopolistic com-
pulsion against union members,

We have reached a point again in our
history where we once stood, when the
question was asked of men, “Where do
you stand, sir?” Do we want a republic
whose constitution recognizes that free-
dom is ours because we are individuals
and that freedom comes from God? Do
we want a government unfettered by
power? Do we want an economic system
unfettered by abusive power? Do we
want a labor movement with special
privileges denied to the rest of our so-
ciety, the use of which has produced the
raw power disclosed before the McClellan
committee? The answer, I say to my
colleagues, rests in the question, “Where
do you stand, sir?” If we remain true to
our oath of office, if we believe in the
proclamations of freedom and Iliberty
which we make from rostrums across the
land, if we believe that power invested
in any segment of our population is bad,
then I suggest to my colleagues who hear
my voice or who read my words that we
can demonstrate this by recognizing that
in the approach to labor reform, sug-
gested by the Kennedy bill, we find weak-
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ness in that it does not approach the dis-
ease but only the symptoms. We can
recognize that by adding amendments to
be proposed by the administration and
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN], who probably understands
this field better than any of our col-
leagues, so that this bill can become a
stronger bill, a bill which will bring a
better sense of security to our American
workers, be they members of unions or
not, to the American public, and to man-
agement.

Many persons, including some of my
colleagues, are fearful of the statement
“a stronger labor bill.” They do not like
the expression. I wish to say that in my
7 years as a member of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare I have nev-
er seen one amendment suggested by a
Member of the Senate which in any way
could hurt an honest labor union. The
expression “stronger labor bill” has been
given a bad connotation, in effect, by the
bosses of labor, who do not wish their
present status quo disturbed at all. In
addition to that, let me say that nothing
which has been suggested in the admin-
istration bill, in the MecClellan bill, in
the Curtis bill, in the Mundt bill, or in
the Kennedy bill could in any way be
construed by responsible people as being
harmful to the labor movement.

Mr. President, if we fail at this crucial
point in our history to measure up to our
responsibilities as U.S. Senators, then
history will judge us for what history
will surely record us, as men who were
timid when strength and courage were
needed.

If, on the other hand, we want our
freedom, we must work and sacrifice for
it. There can be no compromise., Our
Constitution is quite clear, and we either
stick by our basic principles or we do not
have them. There can be no compro-
mise with those who would destroy us,
because time is on their side. There can
be no compromise with courage, the
courage to stand for principle with
strength.

Mr. President, I have a short state-
ment which I intended to make during
the morning hour and which, with the
permission of the Chair, I should like to
make at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona has the floor.

CONTROLLING CORRUPTION IN
THE UNIONS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a
recent study was conducted by McFad-
den Publications, Ine., which was pub-
lished in a printed periodical called “The
Wage Earner Forum.”

The study, which was completed April
6 and which I have just received, con-
tains the results of interrogation of some
3,000 individuals in occupations which
include skilled labor, semiskilled labor,
unskilled labor and similar types of
workers. The questions asked were di-
rected to the problem, “What the workers
want from Congress.” The answers
elicited in response to questions on labor
legislation indicate an overwhelming de-
sire on the part of both union members
and nonunion working people for legisla-
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tion which will protect them from the
type of abuses disclosed by the McClel-
lan committee. Interestingly enough, a
great many of these people recognize
compulsory unionism as the course of
these evils, and hence favor the enact-
ment of right-to-work laws.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this study be inserted in the
body of the Recorp following these re-
marks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

CONTROLLING CORRUPTION IN THE UNIONS

American wage earners overwhelmingly
favor legislation which will control union
corruption,

Question, Do you think Congress should
pass laws to control corruption and erooked
dealings in the unions?

{In percent]
All wage | Union Non-
earners (members| union
™ i bi5]
4 5 3
2 2 2
Totalaa ol 100 100 100

Reasons why workers favor this sort of
legislation revolve around the fact that
unions need outside help if they are going to
clean house and that corruption, commu-
nism, and undemocratic ideals do exist in
unions and must be weeded out.

“Our unions have too many communistic
ideas and rulings.” (Union metalworker,
Ohio.)

“In unions such as Teamsters, the rank and
file need Government help and protection in
order to clean house, ‘Let George do it," has
brought about the present situation.”
(Electrical worker, Indiana.)

“It would protect the members' Invest-
their demands,” (Union member, Pennsyl-
vania.)

“I think the undemocratic unions should
have guidance.” (Member, Mine, Mill &
Smelter Workers, Utah.)

“It woula protect the members’ invest-
ments in their trade unions and avoid all
the i1l feeling toward labor unions.,” (Mem-
ber, I.AM., Colorado.)

REVEALING UNION FINANCIAL RECORDS

A large majority of workers, regardless of
union affiliation, feel that the union books
should be avallable for Government inspec-
tion. A smaller majority believe that the
union finanelal records should be open even
for public inspection.

Question, Do you think unions should be
forced to make thelr financial information
avallable for Government inspection?—for
public inspection?

[In pereent]
All wage | Union Non-
earners |members| union
For Government
tnspecttom
___________________ 89 88 00
_________ 4 5 2
;\o oi)m G T 7 8
¥ or pn lie inspection:
................... 70 ity 75
\' ......... 15 18 11
No Opinjon._ . . o—ee-._] 15 16 14

Those who favor opening the financial
records to everyone feel that such action
would stop corruption in the handling of
funds which are, after all, public funds.

“Because they are handling publie
money.” (Nonunion worker, Wisconsin.)
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“It would help stop racketeering and
make 'em be more honest.” (Nonunion
worker, Utah.)

“We have a right to know where our
money goes—I think.” (Auto Mechanic,
Alabama,)

“It would help stop corruption.”
union laborer, Indiana.)

Others who favor Government Inspection
of the records but not public inspection,
point out that unions are entitled to as
much privacy as businesses.

“It seems a union should have the same
protection as business.” (Union painter,
Illinois.)

“An inspection should be allowed only if
there is suspicion of unlawfulness; other-
wise It is as private as any business."
(Plumber's union member, Georgia.)

RIGHT-TO-WORK LAWS

Only a little more than a third of all
wage earners feel that right-to-work laws
help the working man while more than two
in five think that these laws hurt him.
There is a sharp difference in union and
nonunion workers’ opinions on this sub-
ject. More than half of the union work-
ers do not favor right-to-work laws, while
more than half of the nonunion workers do
favor these laws.

It is interesting that while only 38 per-
cent of all wage earners favor right-to-work
laws, 556 percent favor the idea behind these
laws—that a company should be permitted
to employ a man even though he does not
Join a union.

Question, Do you think right-to-work laws
help or hurt the working man?

(Non-

[In percent]
B m
g2
g[8,
| g2 3 2
g8 g Elag | E
S|E|18|2|5|%
G e M S E]
i B|Zz|R|2|2|&
26 | 57 | 46 471 M
2 2 FiT 43 | 58 | 22 | 37 | 46 | 34 23
No Dpilliol‘l 10 | 16121 | 17 | 19| 19 12
Total. e ecaeaeo 1100 {100 (100 [100 {100 [100.| 100

Question. Do you think a company should
be permitted to employ a man even though
he does not want to join the union?

[n pereent]

g "

g2
s8] 4 e
g|e{E] |g] |2
£|lg|B Elg|e
1215|8215 %
=N = - =
Yes .................... 55|30 |79 | 57| 50| 67| 48
__________ 40 | 53 |18 | 38 | 43 | 28 | 47
I\(} Opiﬂil)ll e, ah el 8 3 b i &
Total. .oomeeeane.|100 [100 [100 [100 [100 |100 | 100

Those who favor right-to-work laws express
opinions similar to these:

“Any man should have tke right to work at
any job if qualified.” (Member Teamsters
Union, Illinois.)

“It gives a nonunion worker a chance to
jobs that are now closed to him.” (Non-
union worker, South Carolina.)

Those who feel right-to-work laws hurt
the workingman are more inclined to repeat
statements made by union leaders.

“Right to work conditions existed before
labor was organized. Sweatshops and poor
pay are a few of the things that these laws
will bring back.” (Plumbers and Steam-
fitters Union member, Indiana.)
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“Because it would kill the unions in a short
time.” (Carpenter Union member, Cali-
fornia.)

The paradoxical position of the wage
earner is dramatized by the fact that almost
3 in 10 of the workers who say that right-to-
work laws will hurt the workingman also
say that companies should be permitted to
employ nonunion workers.

Wage earners who
say—
Right-to- | Right-to-
work work
laws laws
hurt the | help the
working- | working-
man man
Bases_. 439 3
Companies should be permitted | Percent | Percent
to employ nonunion workers._ 23 80
Companies should not be pm‘mit-
ted to employ nonunion workers. 03 18
Iave no op 1 9 2

LABOR-MANAGEMENT REPORTING
AND DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1959

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1555) to provide for the
reporting and disclosure of certain finan-
cial transactions and administrative
practices of labor organizations and em-
ployers, to prevent abuses in the admin-
istration of trusteeships by labor organi-
zations, to provide standards with re=-
spect to the election of officers of labor
organizations, and for other purposes.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Mr. James
V. Constantine, Solicitor of the National
Labor Relations Board, be permitted to
sit on the floor of the Senate during the
debate on the labor bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have no
objection. It is customary procedure for
Members to desire to have technical as-
sistants available, and I assume that
that is what the Senator has in mind.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yesterday, I un-
derstand, unanimous consent was grant-
ed to permit Professor Cox of Harvard
University to assist the Democrat side. I
merely wished to have the help of Mr.
Constantine, who has sat through all the
committee hearings and who is an ex-
pert in the field under discussion. He
can aid Members on both sides of the
aisle who desire to consult him.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena-
tor is quite within his rights. I heartily
concur in his request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

The
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Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NOMINATION OF CLARE BOOTHE
. LUCE TO BE AMBASSADOR TO
BRAZIL

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I under-
stand that in the morning hour, while
I was off the floor and unnotified of
their intentions to pay their respects
to me, the minority leader, the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], and the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER]
rose to the defense of a fair lady who has
been nominated for the position of Am-
bassador to Brazil.

Apparently they seem to think that
we should have a policy of exempting
from cross-examination such a fair
lady when called before the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. Let me make clear
that my eross-examination of her sought
to lay a foundation for an evaluation of
her diplomatic judgment. At the hear-
ing on the nomination of Mrs. Clare
Boothe Luce, I did a little cross-examin-
ing which I thought pointed out very
clearly her lack of diplomacy and her
exceptionally poor judgment. It is my
view that if one is to fill a post so vital
to the welfare of the Nation as that of
Ambassador to Brazil she should possess
better qualifications for diplomacy than
Mrs. Luce demonstrated in her answer to
my questions,

Apparently these two distinguished Re-
publican colleagues of mine, Mr. GoLb-
WATER and Mr. DIRKSEN, do not believe
that speeches which one makes are sub-
ject to review when the issue before a
committee is whether the nominee has
the judgment which one should have in
order to fill a diplomatic post. Appar-
ently—to judge from the remarks which
have been made on the floor today by Mr.
GorpwATER and Mr. Dirksen and I have
scanned them—they seem to think that
if, in a political campaign, one makes an
untruthful statement, it should be ex-
cused and no one should comment on it
subsequently. They seem to think that
if one should ask for documentation in
support of statements such as those Mrs.
Luce made in the past about President
Roosevelt and Truman and Acheson that
he is taking advantage of such a fair
lady. To the contrary I think we were
very fair to give her an opportunity to
offer proof if she could in support of her
shocking charges.

So when the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FurLericHT], the chairman of the
committee, and I quoted to Mrs. Luce
past statements of hers, and asked her
whether she wished to stand by them,
not only did we feel that we were raising
matters quite relevant to the issue of the
kind of judgment she possesses, but we
also performed a service to her, by giving
her an opportunity—if she wished to take
advantage of it—to document her
charges. And when I quoted to her her
past statement that President Roosevelt
was the only American President who
ever “lied us into war,” and when I asked
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her for a documentation of that charge,
we were raising a point which, in my
judgment, pertained to her judgment
and to her qualifications of judgment to
fill a post such as the Ambassadorship to
Brazil.

Let me say to my good friends, the
Senator from Illinois and the Senator
from Arizona, that I stand on that ex-
amination: and I am satisfied, so far as
my vote is concerned; that Mrs. Luce’s
responses to that examination disqualify
her for the post to which she has been
nominated. The record shows I told her
so; and I told her that I considered her
statements—in the absence of any
proof—to be subversive. I repeat the
charge on the floor of the Senate today.
With such a record of false statements
on her part I consider her unqualified
for any diplomatic post. She would not
be the Ambassador to Brazil of just par-
tisan Republicans may I point out to
Mr. GoLpwATER and to Mr. DIRKSEN, she
would be the Ambassador of all Ameri-
cans.

Mr. President, I think that when one
who was a Member of Congress which
she was at the time—has made a state-
ment that a President of our country
“lied us into war,” and then did not
come forward on yesterday with any
documentation in support of her state-
ment, the comments I made in regard to
her are more than justified.

Then I cited some other statements
she made, involving President Truman
and Dean Acheson, which in my judg-
ment show a lack of diplomacy and
good judgment on her part.

I am not little amused because my
friends, the Senator from Illinois and
the Senator from Arizona, seem to think
that because I have made statements
critical of Presidents, statements which
I have always backed up with documen-
tation, therefore I should exempt Mrs.
Luce from being held responsible for
her statements.

I am always willing to assume respon-
sibility for my statements; but, of
course, I have never offered myself as a
diplomat. I am not a candidate for any
diplomatic post. Mrs. Luce is. And, of
course, there is also the great difference
that when I “take them on,” I am ready
to offer my proof.

My good friend, the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. GoLbpwaTeEr], seems to
think that there is no criticism among
responsible people of Mrs. Luce’s record
as Ambassador to Italy. To the con-
trary, there is much criticism of Mrs.
Clare Boothe Luce’s record as Ambas-
sador to Italy. I brought out that
criticism on yesterday, in long cross-
examination; and I stand on it. I am
satisfied that the record is perfectly
clear that she misused the post of Am-
bassador of the United States to Italy, by
intervening in the Italian elections. I
do not think there is any doubt about
it, and I brought that out in my ques-
tioning of her. I sought to find out
whether that was going to be her course
of action in Brazil, because she is being
asked to serve as Ambassador to a na-
tion where the memory of Franklin
Roosevelt, the architect of the good
neighbor policy, is revered. The good
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neighbor policy has deteriorated under
this administration; but it is a policy
which created great and needed good
will between the United States and
Latin America.

Mr. President, I wish to say—to use
a colloguialism—that I believe it is a
diplomatic “boner” on the part of the
President to send to Bragzil, as our Am-
bassador, a woman who has said that
Franklin Roosevelt “lied” the United
States into a war, even though she may
be the wife of Henry Luce. I think it
is a great mistake.

Mr. KEATING, Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BarTLETT in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Oregon yield to the Senator
from New York?

Mr. MORSE. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. KEATING. The qualifications of
Mrs. Luce as prospective Ambassador
can be judged, it seems to me, in large
part by the service she rendered in the
ambassadorial post she held, a respect in
which she does differ from the senior
Senator from Oregon, who is not now a
diplomat, and never has been a diplo-
mat—and I use the official designation.

Mr. MORSE. Or never will pretend
to be.

Mr. KEATING. Does not the Senator
from Oregon feel that whether or not
she in any way had any hand in Italian
elections, the result of the Italian elec-
tions benefited the free world?

Mr. MORSE. I wish to say to the
Senator from New York that for a pe-
riod of time, as a result of her blunders
in Italy, the free world suffered in Italy.
The record is perfectly clear that her
attempt to bring the Monarchists into
power, by supporting the Monarchist
wing in Italy, was a disservice to the
United States when she was our Am-
bassador to Italy. I also wish to say to
my friend, the Senator from New York,
that a “cover-up” job has been done on
Clare Boothe Luce in regard to her record
as our Ambassador to Italy. I started,
on yesterday, to bring that out; and be-
fore the vote is taken on the question of
confirmation of her nomination, I shall
bring more out with regard to the great
mistakes she made as our Ambassador to
Italy. Now I turn to the next indict-
ment I wish to make in regard to the
policy which she and her husband fol-
lowed in Italy. It relates to their inter-
ference with the oil policies of Italy.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield further?

Mr. MORSE. In my judgment, there
can be no doubt that both Henry Luce
and Clare Boothe Luce did what they
could to interfere with the Government
oil policies of Italy. In view of her rec-
ord in Italy with regard to intervention
in the Italian oil policies, I think it is a
great mistake to send such an Ambassa-
dor to Brazil, where there is another
Government monopoly, and where the
oil industry is run by the Government.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from Oregon
yield further?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. The Senator from
Oregon is very adroit and agile and able.
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But at the moment I am trying to pin-
point the Italian situation and I confine
my questions to the Senator from Oregon
to Mrs. Luce’s service in Italy.

Does not the Senator from Oregon
realize that, no matter what Mrs. Luce
may have tried to do, or no matter what
anyone else may have tried to do, the
Monarchist Party in Italy was so small
that it could not, under any possible set
of facts, ever have gotten into power in
Italy?

Mr. MORSE. I brought out at the
hearing on yesterday, let me say to my
iriend, the Senator from New York, that
her intervention caused bitter eriticism
of the United States in Italy, at the time,
and resulted in the election of Scelba
who was not of the party she was sup-
porting, and that was clear proof of her
intervention. What I sought to bring
out in the hearings was that she should
have kept her hands off of the politics of
Italy. I sought to make clear that if
she does become our Ambassador to
Brazil, it should be with a pledge that
she will keep her hands off of politics
in Brazil.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. KEEATING. Does not the Senator
realize that if those elections, in which
the Senator alleges she had some par-
ticipation, had not gone the way they
did, Italy might well have gone Com-
munist?

Mr, MORSE. The Senator from New
York misses my point. Italy went the
way it did in spite of Mrs. Luce, not be-
cause of her. My criticism of her has
nothing to do with how the Italian elec-
tions went, but that she sought to inter-
vene in the Italian elections, and no
American Ambassador should do such a
thing.

Mr. KEATING. Does not the Senator
realize that the result of those elections
was in conformity with the desires of
the administration and of the leaders of
both political parties in this country?

Mr. MORSE. That has nothing to do
with the issue I am raising as to her dis-
qualifications to serve as ambassador be-
cause of the fact that she did not main-
tain a position of neutrality in connec-
tion with those elections.

Mr. KEATING. Does not the Senator
feel that if she contributed in some
manner—in a legitimate manner—to the
result of the Italian elections, she was
serving our interests and the interests
of the free world?

Mr. MORSE. No, not at all. She did
not contribute to the winning side. The
Monarchists did not win, thank God;
and the Communists did not win, thank
God.

Mr. KEATING. But the free world
won, and the anti-Communists in Italy
won.

Mr. MORSE. But she was not sup-
porting the party that won.

Mr. KEATING. If Mrs. Luce con-
tributed to that result, I think she served
the interests of the free world.

Mr. MORSE. That is a very interest-
ing commentary by the Senator from
New York, if what he means to imply by
his remark is that Ambassadors we
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send abroad should embroil themselves
in the elections of the countries to which
they are accredited. I simply want to
say I reject that idea. I am criticizing
Mrs. Luce because she let herself be-
come involved, when she should not have
done so.

Mr. KEATING. I have made no such
intimation.

Mr. MORSE. I have made my infer-
pretation of the remarks of the Senator
from New York. I will let the RECORD
speak for itself as to whether reason-
able men will come to the conclusion
that the Senator is trying to support an
Ambassador who did involve herself in
an election. I draw the conclusion
from the Senator’s statement that he
thinks it was all right for her to have
done so.

Mr. KEATING. In the present state
of the world, I would support any Am-
bassador who, in a legitimate manner,
helped to prevent our allies and friends
in the free world from going commu-
nistic.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator begs the
whole question when he says, “in a legit-
imate manner.” I simply say that, if
we are going to follow what the Senator
from New York has suggested, we ought
to announce to the world “We want you
to understand that when we send Am-
bassadors to you we are sending advance
campaign managers for the side in your
country’s political campaigns we want
elected.” Just make that American
policy and then see how many vacant
Embassies there will be when we make
such an announcement and foreign
governments proceed to send our Am-
bassadors home. It is an untenable
suggestion that our Ambassadors have
any justification in meddling into the
domestic political campaigns of a foreign
country.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I have listened to the
Senator from Oregon with some inter-
est. I had not heard the comments of
my colleagues from Arizona and Illinois.
Mrs. Luce is close to being a constituent
of the junior Senator from New York
[Mr. KEaTiNG] and myself.

Mr. MORSE. I want to say I admire
the chivalry of the Senators from New
York [laughterl——

Mr. JAVITS. Some fine things have
been done in the name of chivalry——

Mr. MORSE. But we simply have to
have a policy in the Senate of passing
judegment on the record of nominees.

Mr. JAVITS. I am going to point out
the record. That is why I rose. I hap-
pened to be in Italy on a number of oc-
casions when Clare Boothe Luce served
there, and on a number of occasions
since. If we are to evaluate this issue
fairly, and throw into the balance what
the Senator from Oregon has said about
Mrs. Luce—and I think it is fair o men-
tion that—there should also be thrown
into the balance these facts: It seems to
me that through the ambassadorships of
Mrs. Luce and Mr, Zellerbach, two per-
sons whom I happen to know better than
one knows most Ambassadors, we have
developed a relationship with Italy in
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which Italy is probably as dependable a
member of the NATO alliance as we have
in all Western Europe.

If we are going to pass judgment on
the question, I think it also is fair to
give a very heavy value to the result.
Whatever may be the dynamics of the
situation, and the Senator from Oregon
is at liberty to speak to them, and argue
them, and contend for the particular
opinion which he espouses, the fact is
that during the two tenureships, a rela-
tionship has been built up which has
made Italy, insofar as the United States
is concerned, one of the most dependable
allies we have in all of Europe. I think
it is only fair to tote up the whole score.

Mr. MORSE. The only difficulty I
have with the statement of the Senator
from New York is the break in the chain
of cause to effect involved in his argu-
ment. Idonot know what his comments
have to do with Mrs. Luce's testimony
vesterday. What I am seeking to point
out at this point in the debate is I am
satisfied that what has developed in
Italy has developed in spite of her. In
view of the mistakes she made as Am-
bassador, I think we are very fortunate
that the situation has not deteriorated
in Italy.

Mr. JAVITS. What I am seeking to
point out—and I think it is only fair
that we tote up the whole score—is that
when a person has a job to do and the
end result in respect to that job is good,
I think that person is entitled to credit
as well as eriticism for anything she has
done in the job of which the Senator
from Oregon disapproves. That is the
only point I make.

Mr. MORSE. I merely wish to point
out that merely because two facts exist
at the same time, it does not necessarily
follow that one fact is the cause of the
other.

Mr.
cussed.

Mr. MORSE. When I am discussing
her record as Ambassador to Italy, I am
discussing the whole record. I only wish
to point out that I think it is a mistake
to send to Brazil, where there is a Gov-
ernment oil monopoly, an ambassador
whose past record shows the position
she takes in regard to such a domestic
oil policy as exists in Brazil.

The next point, and the last point, I
desire to raise today is that when we
come to judge the diplomatic qualifica-
tions of a person, we should take his or
her total testimony and the responses
which are made to questions. We then
have to ask ourselves, “Does this person
demonstrate sufficient stability, emotion-
ally, and mentally, and does this per-
son demonstrate such a position on is-
sues vital to the welfare of America in
any foreign embassy abroad as to justify
voting for confirmation of his or her
nomination?”

I listened to Mrs. Luce yesterday, and
I came to the conclusion that she does
not have the mental and emotional sta-
bility which I think a good diplomat
should have. I only wish to say that the
Senator from Arizona, the Senator from
Illinois, and now my two good friends,
the Senators from New York, have, in
my judgment, offered nothing in this

JAVITS. They should be dis-
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record by way of evidence which would
justify my changing the point of view I
expressed in the hearing yesterday
When this administration nominates a
woman for the ambassadorship of Brazil,
who has stated, “Franklin Roosevelt is
the only President in our history who
lied us into war,” then I must conclude
that in the absence of documentation of
proof of that charge, I cannot, in good
conscience, vote to confirm the nomina-
tion of such a person, and I shall not
do so.

Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon.

RAILROAD RETIREMENT BILL

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a statement which I made
today as chairman of the Subcommittee
on Railroad Retirement of the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
which is a press release summarizing the
bill and announcing that the bill was
reported by the full committee this
morning by a vote of 14 to 0 with 1 mem-
ber recorded as “present.”

I attach to the release a summary of
the committee amendments.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and summary were ordered to be
printed in the REcorb, as follows:

MorsE ANNOUNCES LABorR COMMITTEE APp-
PROVAL OF His RAILROAD RETIREMENT BILL

Senator WAYNE Morsg, Democrat, of Ore-
gon, today announced that the Senate Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare had
voted 14 to 0, with one member recorded as
present, to report his rallroad retirement
bill, 8. 226, favorably for consideration by
the Senate. Senator Morse is chairman of
the subcommittee which considered the bill.

The bill, so reported, conforms closely to
5. 1313 passed by the Senate last year, but
which died in the House of Representatives.

In announcing the committee action, the
senior Oregon Senator expressed real pleas-
ure for the unanimity which prevailed
among the committee members.

“It is my sincere hope that there will he
early action and full approval of this bill
in the Senate because it will strengthen the
hands of those in the House of Representa-
tives who are working with us to bring to
the retired and unemployed raillroad work-
ers of America benefits that are urgently
needed in coping with higher living costs,”
said MORSE.

The prineipal provisions of the bill are
as follows:

1. Retired railway employees and all others
recelving retirement benefits will receive ap-
proximately a 10-percent increase.

2, This increase, together with the in-
creases approved by the Congress in 1956,
necessitates increases in the taxes which
finance the Railroad Retirement Fund. The
bill, as reported to the Senate, provides for
such increases in taxes on a graduated scale
to become effective in the calendar month
immediately following passage of the bill.
The rates would become 63} percent im-
mediately and 74 percent after December
31, 1861. The tax will be applicable on the
first $400 of the monthly earnings.

3. The bill, as reported, calls for increases
in unemployment insurance beneflts. An
employes with between 10 and 15 years of
service who has exhausted his rights to un-
employment benefits would have his benefit
year extended by 13 weeks during which he
could recelve unemployment benefits. An
employee with 15 years of service would have
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his benefit year extended by 26 weeks. The
provision in the bill for the payment of
temporary unemployment compensation to
employees with less than 10 years of service
up to a maximum of 65 days, but not later
than April 1, 1959, would be axtended to
July 1, 1959, in order to conform, as nearly
as possible, to the provisions in Public Law
86-7 which was approved March 31, 1959,
extending the Temporary Unemployment
Compensation Act of 1958 to July 1, 1959.

4, Because of the existing high unem-
ployment rate in the industry and the fact
that an extraordinary drain has existed for
some months on the unemployment insur-
ance fund, the committee voted authority
to the Rallroad Retirement Board to borrow
from its retirement fund with interest for
temporary financing in the event it should
become necessary. It also voted an increase
in the unemployment tax rate levied upon
the carriers to 4 percent, at least until such
time as the fund accumulates a sufficient
reserve.

SUMMARY OF THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The bill, 8. 226, 86th Congress, is in gen-
eral the same as the bill, S. 1313, 85th Con-
gress, that was passed by the Senate last
August. The committee, after consideration
of the bill 8. 226, approved the same with the
following changes:

(1) (a) The 10-percent increase in retire-
ment and survivor annuities is made effec-
tive with respect to annulitles accruing for
months after the month of enactment of this
act. The effective date for the 10-percent
increase in pensions is changed accordingly.

(b) The increase in tax rates for Retire-
ment Act purposes, as well as the increase in
the taxable and creditable monthly compen-
sation base, is made effective with respect
to compensation paid in months after the
month of enactment of this act for services
rendered after such month.

(c) The increase in lump sum payments is
made effective with respect to deaths oc-
curring after the month of enactment of this
act.

The effective date with regard to the work
restrictions on disability annuitants, and
survivor beneficiaries working outside the
United States, and the inclusion of social
security wages for the purpose of computing
survivor benefits, are not changed (effective
for calendar years beginning with the calen-
dar year 1959) because they all require com-
putation on an annual basis.

(2) In view of the testimony before this
subcommittee that the maximum contribu-
tion rate provided in S, 226 of 31, percent
would be inadequate to retain the railroad
unemployment insurance account on a sound
financial basis, the maximum contribution
rate in the newly proposed table for unems-
ployment insurance contributions is
changed from 314 to 4 percent, but this table,
as well as the increase in the monthly tax-
able base from $350 to $400 a month, is made
effective with respect to compensation paid
in months after the month of enactment of
this act for services rendered after such
month.

The provisions for increasing and extend-
ing benefits under the Unemployment In-
surance Act and the effective dates of such
increases and extensions are not changed.

(3) In view of the low balance in the rail-
road unemployment insurance account, a
new amendment is added to the Rallroad Un-
employment Insurance Act which confers
upon the Railroad Retirement Board the au-
thority to borrow from the railroad retire-
ment account for the payment of benefits
and refunds under the Railroad Unemploy-
ment Insurance Act, on a relmbursable, and
3 percent interest, basis.

(4) The provision in the bill for the pay-
ment of temporary unemployment compen=
sation to employees with less than 10 years
of service up to a maximum of 65 days, but
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not later than April 1, 1959, Is extended to
July 1, 1959 in order to conform, as nearly
as possible, to the provisions in Public Law
86-7 which was approved March 31, 1959, ex-
tending the Temporary Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 19568 to July 1, 1959.

(5) A technical amendment is added to
section 1(k) of the Railroad Unemployment
Insurance Act. Under present law, if an in-
dividual's base year's earnings are insuffi-
cient to mmke him a qualified employee but
for the inclusion of subsidiary remuneration,
no day on which he earns such subsidiary
remuneration is a day of unemployment al-
though otherwise it may be. In view of the
proposed increase in the gualifying earnings
from $400 to $500 in the base year, section
1{k) of the Rallroad Unemployment Insur-
ance Act is amended by striking out “$400"
and inserting in lieu thereof “$500”.

(6) An amendment is added incorporating
S. 280. This amendment would provide that
pensions and annuities under this act would
not be considered as income for purposes of
the income limitations prescribed by section
422 of the Veterans' Benefits Act of 1957, un-
der which non-service-connected disability
pensions are not paid to any “unmarried vet-
eran whose annual income exceeds $1,400, or
to any married veteran or any veteran with
children whose annual income exceeds
$2,700."

NONRESIDENT TAXATION

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp the testimony which I gave
this morning before the Senate commit-
tee dealing with constitutional amend-
ments, with relation to the proposal for
a constitutional amendment to prevent
any State from imposing an income tax
on the residents of other States, includ-
ing the State represented by the dis-
tinguished occupant of the chair, the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WiL-
LIAMS].

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR KENNETH B. KEAT-
me oF NEw York BEFORE THE SUBCOM-
MITTEE ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS
OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDI-
CIARY ON S.J. REs. 29 aND 5.J. REs. 67 RE-
LATING TO THE TAXATION BY BSTATES OF
NoNrRESIDENTS, THURSDAY, APRIL 16, 1959

Mr, Chairman, I want to thank the com-
mittee for this opportunity to appear before
you today.

Any proposal to limit the power of the
States to tax the personal Incomes of non-
residents earned within the State, is of great
interest to New ¥York. It is well known
that New York derives over $30 million an-
nually in revenue from such taxes, primarily
from New Jersey and Connecticut residents
who work in New York City and other
metropolitan areas. Overall, it is estimated
that more than 190,000 persons are in this
situation.

Moreover, while the number is small by
comparison, thousands of New York resi-
dents who live in such border areas as
Buffalo and Chatham, as well as in New
York City, are in exactly the reverse situa-
tion. Their plight, however, while it should
not be overlooked, is not as serious. Neither
New Jersey or Connecticut have any income
tax. And while double withholdings are
possible in the case of New York residents
who work in Massachusetts and Canada, a
full credit is given by New York for the
amount of such taxes paid in other States.

The situation In New York I am sure is
typical of the situation in many other areas
of the country. Raplid means of transporta-
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tion have made even the interstate commuter
a common national figure. Expansion to the
suburbs frequently ignores State lines. The
result is a steady flow of people daily spilling
over State boundaries.

These conditions are symptomatic of 20th
century America. There is no doubt in my
mind that the general condition is good and
that no State would ever benefit from sealing
off its borders to nelghboring citizens. At
the same time, a certain amount of self-
interest 1s bound to pervade the operations
of any governmental unit. What we must
guard against is the perversion of self-
interest into selfishness. The States must
look after their own, but they must not do so
in a way which unfairly discriminates against
friendly sojourners in their midst.

I recognize the reasonableness of some of
the complaints about New York’s present tax
provisions with respect to nonresidents who
work in the State. A nonresident, for ex-
ample, may not itemize such deductions as
medical expenses and out-of-State charitable
contributions, which are allowed to New York
residents. He cannot deduct the interest on
his mortgage and the real estate taxes on his
house, as can a New York resident. But
these are specific, practical problems which
can be dealt with without disregard of the
fundamental considerations involved. They
are irritants which should be cured, but the
cure should not be allowed to destroy the
whole system.

The basis for taxation of the income earned
within a State by nonresidents has long been
recognized.

The first cases sustalning such taxes were
Travis v. Yale & Towne Mjfg. Co. 252
U.S. 60, and Shaffer v. Carte, 262 U.S. 37,
both decided in 1920, which upheld respec-
tively the New York and Oklahoma non=-
resident income taxes law. The Court point-
ed out in those cases that the States assume
and perform the duty of preserving all per-
sons, property, and business, within their
borders and in consequence, must enjoy the
power to resort to reasonable forms of taxa-
tion to require all such persons and interests
to contribute to the expenses of government.

I assure the committee that a New York
firehouse will respond to a fire alarm within
the State without any preliminary inquiry
as to whether the structure on fire is owned
by a resident or nonresident. The New York
City subways accommodate New Jersey and
Bronx commuters on an equal basis. New
York's highways, policemen, museums, and
other services are avallable alike to the resi-
dent and nonresident within the State.
There are no separate seats on the Staten
Island ferry for workers who come to New
York from out of State and for those who
come from its own environs.

The Constitution entitles a nonresident to
the privileges and immunities of a citizen,
but to no more; not to an entire immunity
from taxation, nor to any preferential treat-
ment as compared with resident citizens.
The nonresident taxpayer is entitled to pro-
tection against discriminatory taxation, but
he has no right to be favored by an equally
diseriminatory exemption.

The Supreme Court sald in the Travis and
Shaffer cases that any contention that a
State is debarred from exacting a share from
the production and gainful occupations
which borrow on its facilities for the pro-
tection and security of property and persons
is so wholly inconsistent with fundamental
principles as to be self-refuting. I agree
fully with that statement.

The Supreme Court has also upheld the
provisions of the New York law, which grant
to nonresidents deductions less favorable
than those extended to residents.

The reasoning of the courts in that case
was that the factor of residence had a legiti-

' Goodwin v, State Taxr Commision, 1 N.Y,
ggs 680 (1056), appeal dismissed, 352 U.S.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

mate connection with the allowance of more
liberal deductions and justified classification
of deductions founded upon residence. On
that basis the Court upheld a denial to non-
residents of deductions for taxes and interest
paid on real property located outside the
State and such other personal expenses as
life insurance premiums and medical costs.

It is not my contention that the existence
of the power to tax nonresidents on this
basis necessarily requires or justifies its ex-
ercise, Abstract legal considerations are not
always the best guide to sound intercom-
munity relationships. The States involved
in this problem should do all within their
power as sovereign States to rectify any
actual abuses which exist.

Governor Rockefeller has only recently an-
nounced that he was making the nonresident
tax one of his main areas of study this year.
He has called upon State officlals in New
Jersey and Connecticut to comment officially
on recommendations which have been made
to deal with various alleged inequities. Such
local consideration is the proper approach
to the matter and should not be handicapped
by Federal intervention.

The proposed constitutional amendments
would completely overturn a principle of
taxation that has been judicially approved
for over 40 years. They would, in effect,
confer on nonresidents most of the privileges
of residents, but exempt them from obliga-
tions imposed on the citizens of the State.
The inequity of such a result is apparent.
Nonresidents who enjoy the advantages of
employment and the receipt of income
within a State—and who share in the use
and enjoyment of the facilities provided by
the State—are morally obligated to pay a
quid pro quo in the form of a tax on income
earned in such State. The denial of this
obligation in the case of income taxation
would apply with equal force to the refusal
of out-of-State residents to pay out-of-State
gasoline taxes and tolls—a preposterous
proposition.

It is no concern to New York that New
Jersey and Connecticut do not choose to tax
the income earned within those States by
its clitizens. But any attempt to give this
practice extraterritorial application is of
grave concern. The sovereign States must
treat all within their midst fairly—but they
need not yield their individual rights to
desires which run counter to their reason-
able interests.

The 31 States which levy income taxes all
extend the tax to nonresidents who earn in-
come within the State. Under these cir-
cumstances, the only beneficiaries of the
proposed amendments will be nonresident
workers who live in the minority of States
which levy no taxes on personal income. No
benefit at all will acerue to residents of in-
come tax States who work and earn their
living in States levying no income tax; for
in all 31 income taxing States, taxation is
levied on the basis of domicile regardless of
where the income is earned.

The proposed constitutional amendments
would serve the interest of only a minority of
the States, would unfairly burden the citi-
zens of the respective States with the cost of
services provided to out of staters, would in-
terfere with the sovereign rights of the
States, and would repudiate long-established
legal principles, Certainly this is too dras-
tic a measure for dealing with whatever spe-
cific defects now exist in the respective tax
laws. I respectfully urge the committee,
therefore, to report the amendments unfa-
vorably.

AMERICAN DEMOCRACY VERSUS
COMMUNISM
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,

in order to protect this Nation and help
other countries fight against the Godless
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hordes of communism in the battle for
the minds of men, we, as a people, must
practice the democracy we preach.

The United States of America is to-
day the hope of the free world. It is
the one vehicle with the vigor and the
;ision to minister to the needs of man-

ind.

The Old Testament prophet, Micah,
said that without vision the people will
perish. His message stands before us
today—and we must heed it.

We must have the vision to recognize
that the world in which we live is in a
state of great social, economic and po-
litical revolution. We must see that over
one-third of the people of the world are
hungry and that countless millions live
without decent shelter or medical care.

That great American architect of
ideas, Thomas Jefferson, noted that all
men have the right to life, liberty and
the pursuit of happiness. More than a
third of the human beings in this world
at this very moment are vitally con-
cerned with maintaining just what is
encompassed in the first word of that
list, life.

In our democracy, we are dedicated to
just one thing—the people and their
pursuit of happiness. Our interest and
concern for people does not stop at our
national borders, but it goes wherever
the idea of human liberty beats in the
hearts of men.

We can whip communism over most
of the world simply by practicing the
democracy we preach—simply by taking
a genuine concern in helping unfortu-
nate people of the world to help them-
selves.

If as a people we really care, if we go
to the bother and expense of furnishing
less fortunate peoples the guidance, the
technical assistance, the food, the medi-
cine, the support to help them have a
decent life, communism cannot win.

Democracy must first give the people
of the world the greatest freedoms of
all—freedom from hunger, disease, pov-
erty, and ignorance. These are vital
milestones on the road to the goal of
the democratic nation—permanent peace
and prosperity for all people.

Mr. President, Dr. Frank Laubach, a
missionary and scholar, has been a
leader in the fight against illiteracy, and,
through his work to provide the world’'s
peoples with more knowledge on how to
help themselves, he has greatly fur-
thered the fight against the evils which
plague mankind. Dr. Laubach dis=
cussed this fight recently in a very elo-
quent speech at Waco, Tex. I re-
quest unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an article from the Texas
Observer of April 11, 1959, which gives
excerpts from Dr. Laubach’s speech
under the heading: “We Can Save The
World, If We Try.”

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

We CAN SAVE THE WoRLD, IF WE TRY

(The Observer herewith excerpts the re-
markable extemporaneous address delivered
by Dr. Frank Laubach as a climax of the first
annual Texas Conference on Illiteracy, held
on the Baylor University campus in Waco
April 3-4, Delivered with ringing passion by
a man who, after 30 years as a Protestant
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missionary, author, and educator ranks as
the world's greatest authority on literacy,
the speech evoked from Baylor President Dr,
W. R. White the response, “I have not been
stimulated so in 25 years * * * it has made me
ashamed of my colleagues, my country and
my life * * * we need to get this before all the
students * * * they are the most idealistic
= *= * the possibilities are staggering."—
Editor.)

Those who have seen * * * illiterates
change from defeat to a new attitude for
themselves and a new vision for their chil-
dren * * * know why we need a roundup of
illiterates in Texas. But it has a wider signi-
ficance than Texas itself. Dedicating its vast
wealth, courage, and vigor, Texas can become
& springboard for a drive on illiteracy down
through Latin America * * * for the fight
against illiteracy, want and poverty which is
the very core of the trouble we're in in the
world today.

In the free world today, only the people
who don't know the facts are free from
worry. Under communism is a deep under-
lying evil. Just as pneumonia is preceded by
a common cold, the evil of communism is
preceded by something and that something
is hunger. There are millions of people in
the world today who are obsessed with one
question, where can I get something to eat
today. There is frustration and hatred of
those who are the haves * * * these cause
communism. Wherever you find communism
breeding today, study the situation and you'll
find the evil there, underlying it—hunger,
despair, desperation.

And hunger is the result of illiteracy.
Hunger befalls people who can't cope with
disease which ruins their crops and kills
their animals. They don't know sclentific
farming, they can't plow, they use wretched
seeds, they wreck the land and don't know
how to use fertilizer. In many of these
countries, -a small 10 percent of the popula=
tlon mints the money and they keep it.
They make the laws to suit themselves. Un-
derneath, the have-nots—they don't have
anything. These 9 out of every 10 are illit-
erates, these 9 out of 10 are desperately
hungry.

Another reason for the increasing hunger
in the world is the success of preventive
medicine, carried abroad by missionary doc-
tors in the last 50 years. Few people realize
that one of every five of our missionaries
was a doctor or nurse. They have done a
wonderful job, stopped one of the greatest
scourges the world has ever known, cholera.
Why was Africa sparsely settled? Because
everybody, animals and men, died of sleeping
sickness. But we did not keep the food sup-
ply up with the rising population. We
didn't teach people how to farm. In the
days before we lost China, only 1 out of
1,000 in China was an agricultural mission-
ary. But again before you can end hunger,
before you can teach him how to farm, you
first must make him literate.

THIS HUGE GAP

Those gospels that we take around the
world are full of dynamite. Missionaries are
conservative as a rule, but those gospels are
not conservative. "I came that you might
have a more abundant life.” Everything in
the New Testament is hope, * * * But the
trouble with the world today is we're getting
richer while they're getting hungrier.
They're seen us, our cars, clothes, the way
we live in the hotels in their country—
they're just second-rate hotels to us but
they're palaces to them—and now they want
to be more like us, to have the things we
have. And they have a grim determination,

This huge gap * * * broke out in Russia
and in China and it turned out to be com-
munism. It broke out because people are
hungry. In case nobody's heard of it, I'll
tell you what communism is to these people,
how'it's sold to them. People who have are
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stealing from those who don't * * * we
liquidated them in Russia. When you're
hungry, that is a powerful message. China
went Communist because she was hungry.

These people know it better than you and
I do—the reason they're hungry is because
they can't read. They know that and
they're crazy to read. In many of these
countries, our State Department must go
through endless red tape just to get one
emissary cleared for entry. But if we
write * * * Indla or Castro or the others in-
volved in filliteracy and ask if they want
help in literacy, they always write back,
“Yes, we really want your help.” The doors
are wide open to us, the Government is open
to us, the masses are open to us.

The President now has his Food for Peace
program. It is all right, it is a stopgap, it
gets rid of our surpluses, it will help them,
yet I can see the danger of it. It might
make paupers out of these people. They
don't want to be paupers. They have pride.
It might make me feel good to patronize
you, but it'd make you feel awful to be hu-
miliated. So are they. The one thing these
people, these little people, have is their pride
and when they have to accept charity, they
just plain don't like it. They have to do it,
or starve, but they don't like it.

‘WHAT THEY WANT

What they want is to know how. What
they want is to be able to do it for them-
selves. What they want is not charity but a
chance. What they want is not a coin in
the hand but a tool in the hand.

So let's help them, if that's what they
want, and the place to begin is lteracy.
And this is the first literacy conference held
in the United States. I wish I could say
there had been more but there hasn't, this
is the first one, and small though it rela-
tively is to the size of Texas, it is enor-
mously important.

There is a much greater crowd here than
we see, there are a billion and a half people,
there are three out of every five of the hu-
man race. They are determined to no longer
be hungry, destitute, down there where they
are. They are reaching up their hands, their
two hands, one over to us and one over to
the Communists.

¥You say to them “Be careful, those Com-
munists will make slaves of you.” They
laugh at you. They say, “We're at the bot-
tom now. We never were free. What is this
stufl you talk about in America, this free-
dom? What does it mean? We're hungry.
‘We know what that means.”

If we don’t help them we lose them * * *
a billion and a half people. That vast army
that is now determined not to stay down, you
can't tell them the Communists are lying.
You can't tell them to lie still, because they
won't, they will hate you for it.

They are coming up as our friends, if we
help them up. If we don’'t help them up,
they are going to come up as Communists
and destroy us. If they are your friends,
they'll 1ift this world, along with you, to a
new high, and if they are your enemies
they may drag the world on their heads,
like Samson did, like Hitler did. They'll
help destroy us in the process.

That's way this is an Important night to-
night, far more important than even this
great State of Texas. It is an important
evening for all mankind. The trouble is
our country does not know what I've been
telling you. It is very easy to save the world
if we undertake it. I was hoping point four
would do it, I was glad for what it has done,
but I now know it's not enough., And the
people in Washington know it perfectly well
too. In addition to what the Government
has done—so often for selfish reasons, driv=
ing shrewd Yankee bargains—we’ve got to do
& deed of compassion, not because we want
to help ourselves, but because it's the Chris-
tian thing to do, because we ought to have
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done it long ago, because this thing the
Communists want to do, threaten to do, to
the world has touched our consciences * * *
We were lopsided in our philanthroples
* * * well meaning though we were, and we
have neglected these poor people.

They've got to have first literacy; then
the books that tell them how to help them-
selves up out of thelr misery. It's a huge
problem. Just this week, I talked to the
Ford Foundation about money., You know
what they answered? “We've studied that
problem, it’s too big, we don’t have the money
to do it and so we're not going to touch it
unless we can succeed."

I went to the Rockefeller Foundation, and
they said the same thing, “too big for us.”
I talked to Stanley Kresge, head of the Kresge
Foundation, they have about $756 million,
and he said, “It’s far too big for us.” It's
too big for government, too big for business,
too big for the philanthropies, so nobody is
doing it. We are losing the world on the
front of literacy and education.

We are holding our own, maybe, on the
economic front, but we're losing on the edu-
cational front because we haven't yet seen
that we have to do that. I for one don't
want to spend my money, pour it down a
rathole, §40 billion for the military, $3 bil-
lion for technical and economic aid, and then
lose the world. That's what we are doing.

IS CHRIST PLEASED

So I want to propose tonight one more
thing that we've got to do. We've got to
mobilize. If in each church, 100 people
would form an army of compassion, $1 a
week—that would be 85,200 a year and then
IT tell our mission board secretary we want
you to send a literacy expert or & journalist
who will write the things those people need
to help themeselves, and an agricultural ex-
pert, those are the three main things.

I believe our country is overripe * * * for
such an effort. Our people are in a state of
frustration and disgust; we don't like to be
hated * * * but we don’t know what to do.
We are ready for the greatest deed of com-
passion the world ever saw. We reach out
there, help those hungry, desperate people
up and then Christ will smile. You think
your Christ is very pleased with America
when America places $21 in church overhead,
for her own church expenses, then sends $1
abroad to help save the world? If we asked
Christ first do you think he would say put
$21 in stalned glass windows and in a tower
and then send a dollar abroad? The Christ
who said, “I am hungry and thirsty and
naked and sick and a stranger and you help
me when you help them.” ‘That's Christi-
anity. The 250,000 churches in America
* * * could send an average of one person
each abroad * * * and the secular institu-
tions, the PTA, women's clubs, colleges,
Rotary * * * could send 250,000 more,

History is going over the Niagara rapidly.
I also know America is going to change it.
We want a change and we know now we have
to do it ourselves Government doing all it
will, business doing all it will, philanthropies
doing all it will and then the church can
send the army that has the love to Christ to
teach them to help themselves.

Some of them are good, some of them are
bad, but all are frightened. That is why
this meeting tonight is not just a nice little
thing we are doing. It is a part—true not a
very big part yet—but big in potential.

Iam telling you the vision that has got me
burning up * * * and then this could be
one of the most Important meetings ever held

in Texas because of what happened after-
ward.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
we have some very expensive programs
of military aid. In addition, we have a
category with which the American pub-
lic is not very familiar, called economic
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aid in support of military aid. We have
the military aid to the foreign countries,
economic aid to the foreign countries,
the point 4 aid, and in addition the
catch-all economic aid in support of
military aid. It seems to me the Senate
might well look into the waste of Ameri-
can money.

The project to which I have referred
is a project sponsored by Dr. Frank
Laubach of Baylor University. The pur-
pose is to raise the literacy level of the
American people and of people around
the world, and it is one which is not a
waste of money.

A survey has been conducted in my
State, the results of which show that
when we consider the real literacy—not
merely the ability of a man to sign his
name, but rather the ability to read an
article and comprehend what is in the
article—there are some 800,000 illiterate
people in the State, and we are not be-
low the American average in Texas.

Around the world many people are
discontented because of their fear of the
vague unknown. They do not know how
to read or how to understand. Thisisa
great project to teach people how to
read and write., It is the most inexpen-
sive of all forms of foreign aid. Its pur-
pose is to give people the use of the writ-
ten word. The program will have as
great an impact upon hundreds of mil-
lions of people around the world as did
the invention of printing centuries ago
in Europe. It is like the invention of
movable type. Our people have had the
benefit of movable type. Very few peo-
ple have utilized it.

Prussia was the first country to be-
gin to practice mass education of its
people when, under the leadership of an
enlightened despot, Frederick the Great,
education was made a project of the
state. We are the second nation to
make an effort to mass educate its
people.

The movement started first in the
Massachusetts Bay Colony, at the town
level. Until the time of the Revolution
it was not considered a problem of the
entire colony. But in the South indi-
vidual plantations operated an educa-
tional system. In the mid-Atlantic
States there was in operation a system
of church education, township education,
and individual effort. It is sometimes
called “no” system, but is really a com-
bination system, using the three differ-
ent means then known for support of the
education of the youth,

Under the leadership of Thomas Jef-
ferson and other Revolutionary leaders,
the problem of education began to be
recognized as a governmental problem
about the time of the Revolution. Even
before 1800, North Carolina and one or
two other States had established State-
supported institutions of higher learn-
ing. Massachusetts again led the way
with some State support for public
schools.

I remember as a boy that when the
States began to devote State money to
the support of public schools, it was said
that that was socialism, It was said,
“The States will take away our schools
from the towns and cities if we vote State
money for the support of schools.”
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Over the United States it is recognized
that we could not have a strong public
school system without State support by
individual States, and the stimulus of
the growth of movements for mass edu-
cation of all the people.

We are met with terrific competition
from abroad. For a long time we led the
way in mass education. Our aim was the
education of every American boy and
girl. Now other countries are proceed-
ing on the basis of the method first de-
vised by Frederick the Great, making
mass education a State project.

In Russia it is decreed how long a per-
son shall go to school. The type of work
he shall do is based upon mandatory se-
lection, once he is graduated. There are
weaknesses in that system, which can-
not approach the democratic system,
provided we put sinews in our school
system and show that we really mean to
have a first-class school system, which
we do not have in many States. We
should put money enough into the sys-
tem to make it a first-class school
system.

The purpose of the program of teach-
ing adults hovy to read is to make up for
deficiencies in the school system in the
past generation. A simple method of
teaching people to read can be operated
at small cost around the world,. In my
opinion, that is the most important form
of foreign aid in which we could engage.
We should teach those people to read.

I am very proud that this movement
began in my home State, The survey
was made there. Techniques are being
developed. There are three or four cen-
ters. I shall not take the time of the
Senate to narrate in detail the educa-
tional methods, but they are new, al-
though the ideal is as old as the Old
Testament. The prophet Micah said
that without vision the people perish.
We must have vision. Merely voting to
appropriate $4 billion will not win the
uncommitted world for democracy.
There must be leadership in spirit and
in deed. We must give the peoples of
the world the benefit of the printed word.
We must give them the benefit of the
things our ancestors had handed to them
four centuries ago in Europe, We must
inspire those people with confidence in
us, and convince them that we want them
to better their way of life. We should be
willing to give them books and news-
papers to read while we are sending
other forms of aid. This form of aid
is the inexpensive type.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I

unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EMPLOYMENT OF ADDITIONAL IN-
TERNAL REVENUE AGENTS
Mr. CLARK, Mr. President, during

the course of the year I have had oc-
casion many times to call the attention
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of the Senate to the possibility of bal-
ancing the budget through the closing of
tax loopholes. One of the greatest tax
loopholes exists because income tax re-
turns are not adequately and properly
audited. That is because of the fact,
in turn, that there are at the moment
approximately 3,000 fewer Internal Rev-
enue agents auditing income tax re-
turns than were engaged in that work at
the end of 1952.

Tax chiseling is a problem which I
believe Congress must face and solve. If
we do so, we will provide one of the
best ways of bringing into the Treasury
the additional revenue necessary to bal-
ance the budget at a higher figure than
that recommended by the President of
the United States. A very interesting
article entitled “The Gentle Art of Tax
Avoidance” was published in the April
16 issue of the Reporter magazine. I
ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed in the Recorp at this point
in my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

THE GENTLE ART OF TAX AVOIDANCE
(By John L. Hess)

“I don't feel as though the Government
is entitled to anything,” said the $25,000-
a-year call girl on the Ed Murrow broadcast,
“because these men are all legitimate busi-
nessmen. They deduct you at the end of
the year.”

The young lady was of course in error about
her tax liability. The Government has no
scruples against getting its share of any
earned income, including the wages of sin.
To be sure, the Supreme Court has ruled
that an embezzler is not required to pay a
tax on his take because the money isn't
really his after all. But an extortionist, it
held later, may not make the same defense,
nor may a taker of bribes. They've got to
pay because, in a manner of speaking, they
earned the money. The payer of a bribe, on
the other hand, may not deduct it lawfully
as a business expense. But the Wall Street
Journal has advised in its tax column that
corporations can get around that in foreign
operations by setting up subsidliaries to han-
dle the payoffs. Recently, moreover, the
deduction of kickbacks has been allowed in
certain fields where they are regarded as nor-
mal business practice. For the distinction
between normal and abnormal practices, see
your tax lawyer.

The quirks of tax morality would be more
amusing but for the fact that taxes of all
sorts now take roughly a quarter of the gross
national product and are a palpable burden
to every citizen. Even so, many State and
local governments, not to mention the FPed-
eral Government itself, are floundering in
budgetary crises. The taxpayer can afford
to pay more, one may argue; indeed he must
if the Nation is to meet its pressing needs.
And yet last November he rejected one-third
of the borrowings proposed for local school
construction and other projects, and much
of the remainder barely squeezed through.
The breadwinner-taxpayer-voter is obviously
dragging his feet. Of course people have
been trying to get out of paylng taxes ever
since there were any, but something more
than a simple reluctance to part with cash
is involved in the present difficulties. Re-
sentment at the inequities of the tax burden
and contempt for the hypocrisy of the tax
laws have become a serlous national issue.

EVASION AND AVOIDANCE

That call girl who was unwilling to report
her income has at least one thing in com=-
mon with millions of other citizens who are
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rewarded for their services on an individual
basis rather than by salary: the Government
cannot tax her earnings at the source. The
National Bureau of Economic Research has
estimated conservatively that 30 percent of
the income of private entrepreneurs—doc=
tors, gamblers, lawyers, call girls, butchers,
con men, farmers, and freelance writers—is
not reported to Uncle Sam. The same ap-
plies to 61 percent of interest paid on sav-
ings and 13 percent of dividends. But not
more than 5 percent of salaries go unreported.
Over the years, there have heen proposals
that income taxes be deducted from interest
and dividends at the source, as they are on
wages. But the suggestions have never got-
ten anywhere.

A certified public accountant helping a
newspaperman friend prepare his tax return
not long ago shook his head pityingly and
sald, “You chumps on salaries pay all the
taxes.” He did not mean to imply that the
very rich lie in reporting their incomes, their
returns are scrutinized too closely for that.
But while, in the curilous semantics of the
tax specialist, the rich do not often evade
taxes, they are able to avoid them to a degree
only dimly realized by the general public.
(Tax evasion, according to the latest prac-
titioners’ guide, is doing something that, if
you get caught, will mean a fine or jail. Tax
avoidance at worst comes to an honest dis-
agreement with the Revenue Commissioner;
if you lose, you just pay up what you owe,
plus interest.)

In 1929, taxpayers with reported incomes
above $100,000 paid two-thirds of total Fed-
eral income-tax revenues; in 1956, they paid
roughly one-twentieth. For persons earning
less than $10,000 the change has been just
the reverse; in 1929, they paid less than one-
twentieth of the income-tax revenues; in
1956 they pald two-thirds. Nearly five-sixths
of the income tax now is levied upon the
lowest, or 20 percent, bracket.

It should be emphasized that this extraor-
dinary shift in the tax burden reflects the
enormous rise in Government spending and
in the numbers and prosperity of people
within the below-$10,000 group. But in
some measure It also reflects the increasing
ability of the upper brackets to avoid taxes,
coupled with the inability of the salary
earners to evade them since the enactment
in 1943 of the law establishing the withhold-
ing of 18 percent of taxable income from
wages.

Much has been said about confiscatory
taxes, and indeed the 91 percent bite listed
At the bottom of the tax table is confisca-
tory. But nobody actually pays 91 percent
of income. Fortune magazine has noted
that in 1956 the Treasury took only about
37 percent of full incomes above $200,000,
where they theoretically enter the 91 percent
bracket. “The high-bracket tax situation,”
Fortune goes on, “has been likened to 'dip-
ping deeply into great incomes with a sieve.'
One sophisticated finance officer of a large
corporation says he is amazed to hear that
anyone pays more than 60 percent of his
total Income; that anyone who does must
do so ‘Just out of forgetfulness.'”

Of course, a few corporations pay high
executives salaries that reach far up into the
81 percent bracket—notably Bethlehem Steel
and, in palmier days, the movie industry.
But these must be considered harmless status
symbols. The real compensation for execu-
tives these days lies in such tax-favored in-
come as the expense account, deferred pay-
ment plans, pensions, and options to buy
company stock at less than the market price.

This last practice has developed a my-
thology that is accepted chiefly by financial
writers and stock-exchange pamphleteers.
Stock options are desirable, it is held, to
nourish the loyalty of executives. Unfortu-
nately, the reports required by the Securities
and Exchange Commission on stock dealings
of insiders give the impression that many
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‘beneficiaries lose no time in selling the shares
thus acquired. A naive RCA stockholder
once asked why Chalrman David Sarnoff and
President Frank Folsom had sold stock
granted them under option, at a profit of
more than half a million dollars, after hold-
ing the shares only the 6 months required to
qualify for a long-term capital gain. Sar-
noff explained that they had borrowed the
money to buy the stock, and had to sell the
stock to repay the loan.

Actually, in seeking income other than
salary the executive is merely following the
curious moral precepts of our tax system,
which hold the earnings of work to be in-
ferior to all other sources of income. A
married man who makes $10,000 a year on a
salaried job has to pay a higher tax than one
who stays at home and collects an equal
income In dividends and just as much as
one who dabbles in real estate or other spec-
ulation and clears $20,000 of long-term cap-
ital gains. “(In fact, the investor and the
speculator have many more opportunities
to claim business expenses and other legiti-
mate deductions, and almost certainly would
pay considerably less.) Furthermore, there
is a premium for the man who speculates
with other people's money, for he can deduct
the interest paid on debt.

THE SWINDLE SHEET

Probably no aspect of our tax mores has
received more attention in recent years than
the expense account. In the Yale Law
Journal last July, V. Henry Rothschild and
Rudolf Sobernheim wrote that expense-ac-
count spending might be conservatively
estimated at $5 billion a year, resulting to a
tax loss to the Treasury of from §1 to &2
billion. Regarding the loose wuse of this
money, they commented: “The Treasury is
keenly aware of the problem, but its efforts
at regulation have met with stubborn re-
sistance, both from the luxury services sus-
tained by the expense account and from the
individuals who find the account essential
to their accustomed standard of living.”
Last year the Treasury went so far as to
order taxpayers to account for expenses in
detail, but it beat an ignominious retreat
under a storm of protest.

‘While the expense account gives many a
salesman and junior executive a taste of the
high life, it should not be concluded that it
has an equalitarian effect. “A physician un-
doubtedly would be questioned if he chart-
ered a plane for his trip to the AM.A. con-
vention and used a $300-a-day executive
suite at a luxury hotel,” U.S. News & World
Report has observed. “But the tax agents
usually don't bat an eye when a big execu-
tive spends on that scale.”

Speaking of conventions, it is a poor trade
group these days that does not charter a
cruise ship to the Caribbean for its annual
business meeting. The J. I. Case Co. last
winter flew all of its dealers and their wives
to the Bahamas to look at its tractors, made
in Milwaukee. A doctor with any ingenuity
now arranges his European vacation to coin-
cide with a medical meeting.

Many companies award mass vacation
trips to their dealers as prizes (cash rebates
would be taxable), although more than one
dealer has said he would rather take the
cash and pay the tax. One, quoted in the
Wall Street Journal, grumbled, “Who wants
to spend his vacation with a lot of appliance
dealers?"”

Given the choice between a $10 lunch and
a $10 bill, many salesmen would take the
money and eat at the Automat—indeed,
there is some suspicion that some do just
that. But, legally, the expense account does
not permit such freedom. It has been ob-
served that it gives the beneflclary a split-
level existence: filet mignon on business and
hamburger at home. Like other elements of
the tax structure, it distorts the way of life
of even those who get away with the most.
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In one respect, at least, the expense ac-
count appears to have elevated our moral
standards: a British observer has noted that
a businessman used to take his secretary on
a trip and say she was his wife; now, he
takes his wife and says she is his secretary.

To its defenders, the expense account is a
useful way of giving executives a standard of
living they otherwise could not achleve un-
der our tax structure. The difficulty here is
that the tax benefits are limited rather ca-
priciously to top executives, salesmen, entre-
preneurs, and staff members of the adver-
tising, TV, and public-relations fields. The
great majority of citizens, who never see the
inside of a posh club or sit down front at a
hit musical, may feel that they are being
discriminated against.

In any case, the thing is clearly getting
out of hand when a court will rule, as in
one case celebrated among tax practitioners,
that the head of a dairy company and his
wife might deduct the $17,000 cost of a sa-
fari to Africa because of the publicity value
to the business. The Yale Law Journal ar-
ticle cited above recommended that misuse
of the business-expense deduction be made
subject to a cash penalty. But this would
hardly stem the tide without a redefinition
of misuse.

A straightforward, drastic attack on the
disease would be to bar all deductions for
entertainment. It also would rule out club
dues, town apartments, yachts, hunting
lodges, executive dining rooms, and the pri-
vate use of company cars, with or without
chauffeurs. It would limit expenses on the
road to a fixed per diem scale, such as some
old-fashioned companies still impose on their
lower employees. Any luxuries whatever
would be considered compensation, and tax-
able. The increase in revenues would then
be applied to reducing tax rates.

The suggestion is offered here without op-
timism. For one thing, its enactment into
law would hit all Congressmen in the pocket-
book. For another, it would get the hotel,
resort, and entertainment industries up In
arms, as did even the Treasury's feeble effiort
at a checkup last year. (Is it really neces-
sary for the U.S. Treasury to subsidize the
Stork Club?) Further, it would seem to
threaten the standard of living of hundreds
of thousands of businessmen, executives, and
salesmen. Doubtless if they had to spend
their own money they would not make quite
the same splash. But they might drink less
and actually live better with lower tax rates
and more control over their own money.
And outlawing swindle sheets might do
wonders for their immortal souls.

BREAD UPON THE WATERS

The erosion of public morality by the tax
system is perhaps nowhere more apparent
than in the area of charity. Jesus said, “It
is more blessed to give than to receive";
nowndays hardly any appeal for a worthy
cause fails to add, “and it is tax-deductible,
too.” More and more, wealthy people are
learning that it often actually pays to give.

Let us take a gentleman in the 60 percent
tax bracket, who 5 years ago picked up a
nice little painting in Paris for $10,000.
Today it is worth $20,000. If he were to die
owning it, his estate would have to pay an
inheritance tax., So he gives the painting
to a museum, and deducts the full $20,000
value from his current income. Or he can
give the picture in annual installments, ac-
cording to his tax needs. (A Solomon must
have thought that one up.) Or he may de-
duct one-third of a painting’s value by ar-
ranging to let a museum have it for 4
months of the year, thus perhaps saving
storage and insurance costs while he Is
away during the summer, and keep it right
up on his own wall the rest of the year.
Who said you can’t eat your cake and have
it too?
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Similarly, one may glve stocks or bonds to
a charitable organization or school, deduct=
ing a substantial amount from present in-
come but retaining the interest or dividends
on the securities for life—and for the life-
time of an heir as well, The Research In-
stitute of America, commending this device
to upper-bracket clients, remarks that in
this way they may not only increase their
after-tax income but also obtain the im-
mediate personal satisfaction cnd commun-
ity respect that comes with a present rather
than a post-mortem gift.

A number of colleges and church groups
have banded together to promote a give-us-
the-securities-you-keep-the-income cam-
paign. There is a kind of admirable far-
sightedness and selflessness about this busi-
ness of raiding the Treasury today for
benefits that only future generations will be
able to enjoy. It compensates a little for
the national debt that we are leaving to
those generations.

Whatever it signifies about human na-
ture, the tax code clearly has been a wind-
fall for philanthropy. According to a study
published last month, donations to colleges
alone soared from $50 million in the 1943-
44 school year to $111 million in 1957-58.
Foundations have proliferated like rabbits,
and for many of them the chief preoccupa-
tion has been how to get rid of money.
Organizations have sprung up to combat
various diseases (and in at least one case,
two organizations are bitterly contesting the
same disease and each other). Museums
large and small, all over the country, have
been enjoying a stream of gifts of works
they could never before even dream of own-
ing.

In donating contemporary art, the phil-
anthropist may easlly contrive to clear more
money than the artist. Recently, the rev-
enue men have been ungraciously demand-
ing evidence of a market value for the gift,
but appraisals are still bound to be on the
generous side. A whisper is heard of one
big taxpayer who made a package deal in a
casual conversation over a dinner table. He
bought $30,000 worth of art, which was
donated to a string of small museums at a
valuation upward of $70,000, which he de-
ducted from income at a substantial profit.
He never saw the pictures, but he may drop
in on one or another museum sometime
with a friend to admire his gift and the
plaque acknowledging it. No museum has
ever listed the Treasury as a codonor.

On the contrary, many institutions have
lost all inhibitions about raiding the Gov-
ernment till. A number of charities, for
example, employ a direct tax appeal to col-
lect used clothing, cars, furniture, and junk
of all kinds, which they sell, well aware that
the deduction for tax purposes is far greater
than the money they actually receive. One
New York clothing chain, noted for its sin-
cere-type advertising, invites taxpayers to
turn in their old dinner jackets, The store
provides, without charge, a signed appraisal
for tax purposes, gives the clothing to char-
ity, and stands quietly available if the tax-
payer wants to buy new evening clothes.

The director of a great missionary organi-
zation, which ships a great deal of used cloth-
ing overseas (though presumably not dinner
jackets), was asked the other day how tax
avoidance squared with religion, “We are
guite sensitive to the problem,” he replied.
“We live with it every day. And at the end
of the year, we get that flood of contributions
with carefully worded letters,” the account-
ants having told their clients how much to
give to the Lord. He had no proposal for a
solution,

A national spokesman for a leading Protes-
tant denomination defended the deduction
as a perfectly legitimate decision of society
to divert up to 80 percent of income to
charity, education, and religion, thus preserv-
ing privately directed social activities in the
era of the welfare state. (To be sure, those

CvV——387

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

who do not choose to give must assume part
of the tax burden of those who do give.)
But he was concerned about guite another
aspect—the exemption of churches them-
selves from income, property, and business
taxes on nonreligious ventures. A worldly
member of his board of trustees, being ap-
prised of this exemption recently, said, “Why,
if I had known that a few years ago, we would
own the oil industry now.” But the church-
men did not want to own the oil industry.
Rich men die and leave much of their wealth
to churches, he pointed out, “but churches
never die—ultimately, they could own every-
thing.” Before that happened, he could
foresee state intervention,
EVERYBODY'S DOING IT

The social acceptability of raiding the
Treasury is demonstrated by a common gim-
mick in the field of so-called municipal
bonds. The billions of interest paid each
year by State and local governments are
exempt from income tax for the bondholder.
This generous (not to say incomprehensible)
treatment is accorded by the Federal Gov-
ernment to make it easler and cheaper for
the localities to borrow. In gratitude, they
frequently conspire with the bond marketers
to do the Treasury out of even more tax in-
come.

Thus, & part of the bond issue will carry
an abnormally higk interest rate, which is
offset by a price above the face value of the
bond, Now the bond house, or a favored
customer who buys such a bond, will report
a deductible 1oss when it comes due, since
the face value is less than the price pald for
it. Actually, the holder will have received
an exorbitant interest payment, entirely ex-
empt from the Federal income tax. The loss
is quite fictitious but entirely legal.

The Treasury tried to narrow this loophole
by denying the “loss” to dealers who held
the bonds themselves for more than a month.
But how could it stop a dealer from selling
a packet of bonds to another dealer, who
might sell him a similar packet?

It would obviously be cheaper as well as
more honest for Congress to subsidize di-
rectly any activity it wants to help, but it has
always found it easier to grant tax exemp-
tions. Exemptions are noticed chiefly by
those who take advantage of them; subsi-
dies show up in appropriations. The budget
debate rages ahbout deficit spending, never
about deficit taxation., Has anybody asked
why income tax revenues have failed to grow
as fast as income?

The answer is that every time Congress is
persuaded to block one unintended loophole,
it opens three or four more in order to elim-
inate inequities—or give someone a tax
break. Last year, for example, Congress
spurned all efforts to lower taxes as an anti-
recession measure. Yet Congress also voted
a special and rapid depreciation provision for
small business that removed huge amounts
of income from the tax rolls, eased the de-
duction of present losses from past years’
profits, increased the tax-exempt reserves
that corporations may set aside from earn-
ings, made easier the formation of collapsi-
ble corporations—a form of alchemy that
turns income into eapital gains—and ap-
proved the formation of new private invest-
ment companies that will get both Govern-
ment subsidies and tax exemptions. And
that was a relatively inactive year in the
matter of exemptions.

One might suppose that tax practitioners
would be the last to object to a system of
such wild complexity that the courts them-
selves are perpetually engaged in wrangles
over what it means and a deduction is fre-
quently legal in one judicial district and
outlawed in others. But J. 8. Seldman, de-
livering a committee report of the American
Institute of CPA’s back in 1956, denounced
all 1,000 pages of the Federal Tax Code
as a crazy quilt of exceptions, exemp-
tions, deductions, and special provisions,
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many so abstruse that the legislators who
adopt them seldom know what they're about.

If 100 special provisions in the code were
eliminated, Seidman figured, tax rates could
be cut by one-third. The brackets then
would run from 13 to 61 percent, Instead of
from 20 to 91 percent.

One thing virtually all the special pro-
visions have in common is that however
reasonable or meritorious they may seem,
they help the upper-bracket taxpayer most
and do little or nothing for the low-income
group. Take the case of the joint return:
a man earning a net taxable income of
$4,000 saves $40, while one earning $200,000
saves $22,180. And then there is the exemp-
tion for interest paid on debt. Here the tax
code appears to be saying that only fools pay
cash. It favors the mortgagee as against the
tenant or the man so old-fashloned as to
own his home outright. And people in the
upper brackets have found it profitable to
borrow money to buy insurance and an-
nuities, the tax deductions on the interest
paying much of the cost of the premiums.
In effect, Uncle Sam pays their insurance
bills.

PITY THE POOR WILDCATTER

The most notorious of the loopholes delib-
erately created by Congress is the oll-deple-
tion allowance. All business is, of course,
permitted to deduct from income the de-
preciation, or using up, of its assets; in the
mineral field this is called depletion. The
allowance varies among minerals (even
oyster shells are now eligible), but an oil
producer may subtract 27.6 percent of his
gross income. A well may easily repay its
investment within a couple of years, but the
allowance goes on as long as it yields oil,
which may be for a generation or two. An
indication of the sums involved was con-
tained in the report by the Venezuelan Gov-
ernment that its oil industry, largely U.S.-
owned, cleared a net income after taxes of
$829,500,000 in 1957, a return of 32,5 percent
on its investment in a single year.

Practically nobody, even in the financial
Journals, defends the 27.56 percent depletion
rate—except, of course, the oil men them-
selves. Like so many other advocates of
more or less noble causes, they raise the
banner of national defense. Only a gener-
ous incentive, they argue, will keep the
thousands of independent little wildcatters
drilling and thus maintain the Nation's
oil industry in a posture of readiness. Yet
of the $2 billion of depletion claimed in
1858, J. 8. Seidman reported, companies with
more than $100 million of assets accounted
for 63 percent. Companles with less than
$100,000 accounted for 4 percent,

Over the years, many a Congressman seek-
ing to strengthen the Government revenues
has wistfully eyed the depletion loss. But
with both Houses firmly guided by Texans,
the fund raisers have been obliged to look
elsewhere. On this rock have foundered all
proposals for tax relief for lower incomes.
The Wall Street Journal once reported that
Speaker Sam RaYBUrRN had been asked how
he reconciled his opposition to a tax cut
with the Democratic Party platform, which
had promised to raise the personal exemp-
tion from 8600 to $800., Mr. RAYBURN
frowned, then chuckled and replied: “I
didn’t write all that platform myself."

Congress has given to all business a little
of the same treatment it has accorded the
oil industry by speeding up the period of
depreciation, Here as in so many cases, the
taxpayer and tax collector play a game of
let's pretend. They pretend that a plant,
machine, or apartment house wears out in,
say b6 or 8 or 20 years, when actually it has
a useful life of 15, 20, or 50 years, Each
year the owner deducts the fictitious rate of
depreciation from income., In theory this
merely postpones taxes, since when the item
is fully depreciated the deductions halt.
But meanwhile the Government loses the
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use of the tax money, and must borrow it
elsewhere. During and after the Korean
war, the privilege of unusually rapid write-
offs was extended to roughly $356 billion of
investments, some of them connected with
defense only by the exercise of a supple
imagination. It is estimated that the Treas-
ury lost &3 to @56 billion on this program just
in the interest it paid on the money it had
to borrow.

But that is by no means the whole story.
Once an investment is fully depreciated, it
may be sold—frequently, in these inflation-
ary times, at a higher price than was orig-
inally paid for it. The original owner then
pays, at maximum, a 25 percent capital-gains
tax on the profit. The second owner begins
to depreciate his purchase all over again—
at a higher cost basis, The miracle of the
loaves and fishes has been brought up to
date.

Years ago some clever chap figured out
another amiable fiction that has bled the
Treasury out of billions. His client, let us
assume, sold turpentine from a large stor-
age tank, which he replenished from time to
time. Prices had been rising for years and
seemed destined to rise indefinitely. The
tax adviser thought it would be helpful, tax-
wise, if every time his client sold turpentine
the very last batch he had bought—and
therefore the costliest—happened to come
out of the spigot. The profit on the sale
thus would be smaller,

This, said a professor later in the Journal
of Accountancy, is “an assault on common
sense.” Physically, it couldn’t be done. But
in tax accounting, it was done. “My client
has some of the oldest turpentine in
Georgia,"” an accountant once told me.

This method of inventory accounting is
called LIFO (last in, first out), to distinguish
it from FIFO (first in, first out). One oil
company told its stockholders that it saved
$12 million the year it switched from FIFO
to LIFO.

It was a great day in retailing when de-
partment stores won the right to apply
LIFO to their inventories—preposterous as
it may be to assume that stores are keeping
goods for years when actually they try to
turn over their stocks a dozen times a year.
B. H. Macy & Co. even tried to apply LIFO
retroactively, and persuaded one court to go
along, but lost on an appeal by the Gov-
ernment. Had it won, it is estimated that
the department-store industry would have
collected a billion dollars in tax refunds.

There is a theoretical drawback to LIFO.
If a decline in prices were to set in, LIFO
would increase taxable profits rather than
decrease them. But In that event, there
might not be any profits to pay taxes on
anyway, and furthermore, there is little
doubt that the Treasury or Congress would
permit the taxpayer to switch back to FIFO.

NOW YOU SEE IT

Where taxes are concerned, said Judge
Learned Hand in a famous opinlon, if it is
legal it is not immoral. In fact, the aim of
most avoldance devices and tax-relief meas-
ures is to conceal the honest origin of funds—
that is, to pretend that the taxpayer did not
get the money for services rendered. Thus
the film star forms a corporation and pre-
tends to be a speculator rather than an actor.
An honest profit, like an honest wage, is
penalized under the law; hence it must be
postponed, renamed, turned into a capital
gain, or made to vanish entirely. These goals
may be achieved in a number of ways, of
which the following are no more than a small
sampling:

1. A company or individual may set up a
corporation in a tax-free haven abroad,
which may keep its profits from exports and
other forelgn operations intact until the
firm is liquidated and the profits brought
home as capital gains. A Wall Street Jour-
nal reporter recently encountered subsidi-
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arles of many such taxpayers as U.S, Steel
and Bethlehem in the sunny Bahamas.
Most of them were close-mouthed about
what they were dolng there.

Within certain limits, one can also organ-
ize a separate corporation for each aspect
of a business operation, each corporation
paying the reduced rate on the first $25,000
of income. Some of the profits may be car-
ried over as reserves until llguidation, when
they become capital gains.

2. One may give stock to members of one's
family and set up multiple trusts to get out
of the high brackets, both in this life and
in the hereafter. Through various means, a
business may be made to support one's poor
relations without the money ever passing
through the donor's hands and thus being
taxed.

3. As Sylvia Porter advised recently in the
New York Post: “Make sure to investigate
the possibility of organizing a corporation
which elects not to be taxed as a corpo-
ration—the so-called pseudo-corporation.”
Among the many incentives, she points out,
is that an owner can become his own em-
ployee and set up various fringe benefits,
such as pension plans, tax free.

One penalty of doing business under a tax
system based on legal fictions is that it be-
comes difficult to tell what is truth. One
company may be reporting a loss and actual-
ly be thriving. Another may be reporting
a profit but wasting away its assets. Only
the expert knows. Keeping two sets of books
is no longer evidence of fraud. Some rail-
roads legally keep at least three: one for the
ICC and rate proceedings, one for the tax
collector, and one for the board of directors
to know what's really going on.

‘What this does to statistics may be imag-
ined. How can one tell whether to buy or
sell a stock, whether the money supply should
be tightened or eased, whether prices and
wages are too low or too high, what the out-
look is for sales and for plant investment—
in short, what our private and public eco-
nomic policies should be—if we keep chang-
ing the rules to permit the concealment of
income from the tax collector? Economic
data have far too wide a margin of error to
begin with; using them now is like piloting
a ship into port at night while somebody
keeps shifting the beacons.

In sum, a tax system based on hypocrisy
listing unconscionably high levies on upper
incomes but actually leaning more and more
heavily upon the consumer and salary earner,
presents a number of strictly economic prob-
lems—as well as the obvious moral ones.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, a few
days ago 10 other Members of the Senate
and I called the attention of the chair-
man of the subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations which is deal-
ing with appropriations for the Treasury
Department to the desirability of provid-
ing a greater number of internal
revenue agents to audit Federal income
tax returns. Our letter to the chair-
man, which was made public, resulted in
an editorial in the Philadelphia Evening
Bulletin, entitled “Myopic Economy.”
I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial may appear in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Mryoric EcoNOMY

When it's a sure thing that $1 will get you
$9, it's folly not to invest the $1.

That is the sense of a letter made public
by JosEPH S. CLARK and 10 other U.S. Senators
assailing the action of the House in cutting
$2.56 million from the appropriation requested
by the President for the Internal Revenue
Service. The eflect of the cut is almost to
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eliminate plans for expanding the enforce-
ment staff. The 100 new revenue agents
wanted could not be hired; other personnel
increases would be curtailed.

In this case it doesn’'t make much sense
to applaud the holding down of Federal bu-
reaucracy, for the IRS is the big “money-
maker” in the U.S. Government. The Sen-
ators point out that during his first year, a
new revenue enforcement official is figured
to collect $9 that wouldn't otherwise be
turned in for every $1 spent to employ him.
The ratio has been estimated as high as $20
to 81.

This is a lot more of a “sure thing"” than
most. On other tax-collecting levels the
experience has been corroborated again and
again. California hires new auditors for
thousands of dollars and rakes in extra mil-
lions in its sales tax. Pennsylvania is com-
paratively stingy in hiring sales tax en-
forcers, and Pennsylvania’s sales tax leakage
keeps it running behind estimates.

The Senators’ appeal to have the cut re-
stored is well taken and rates support of all
honest taxpayers. It is only the chislers who
benefit when IRS enforcement is hampered.
Cutting off $2.5 million and thereby losing
$22.56 million and up isn't economy. It's
myopia.

Mr, CLARK. Mr. President, the end
result of the two insertions in the RECORD
which I have caused to be made is that
if the Senate will face the desirability of
stopping tax chiseling and stopping tax
avoidance, and will provide an adequate
number of internal revenue agents for
the fiscal year 1960, enormous sums of
money will be obtained for the Treasury,
which will be of the greatest possible im-
portance in cutting down, if not eliminat-
ing, the prospective deficit, and which
might, indeed, result in enabling us to
make a payment on the national debt.

JOHN FOSTER DULLES

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, yester-
day the people of our country were sad-
dened by the announcement of the Presi-
dent of the United States that the Honor-
able John Foster Dulles had submitted
his resignation as Secretary of State. All
of us in the Congress, and peoples
throughout this country and the world,
hope and fervently pray that his health
may be restored.

Mr. Dulles’ decision to resign calls to
mind his great service to the Nation, and
to the cause of freedom. His policies and
his decisions were at times the subject of
controversy in some quarters of opinion
in this and other countries, but that fact
does not derogate their soundness and
validity. Men of strong convictions and
purpose find their views challenged by
fleeting and superficial opinion. Mr.
Dulles did not create the situations or the
difficulty and danger with which he had
to deal. Most of the difficult problems,
in Europe and in the Pacific area, of
which the United States is seized are the
unsolved problems of World War II. He
did not create the intransigent policies of
the Soviet Union but he understood their
purpose. It was his firmness in dealing
with them, his determination that our
country and other free countries should
not submit to aggression, and that free-
dom must survive in the world, which
marked in the minds of millions of people
in the United States and throughout the
world the conviction and prineiple of his
policies.
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I had the high privilege of serving
with him as a member of the U.S.
delegation to the General Assembly
of the United Nations in 1950 and
1951. I shall never forget his leadership
of the American delegation and, in fact,
of the Assembly in 1951, on the fateful
issue of the aggression against South
Korea by North Korea and Communist
China.

After that session he was designated
by President Truman to negotiate the
peace treaty with Japan, a treaty which
has been marked as a model of justice
and generosity between vietor and van-
quished in war.

Again I had the honor to serve under
him as Ambassador of the United States
to India.

In that position I learned his infinite
concern and willingness to hear every
point that might be made in the devel-
opment of association between our coun-
try and India.

It has been said, and sometimes criti-
cally, that his policies were based upon
moral postulates. We should be thank-
ful that this is true. I shall always re-
member the stand of John Foster Dulles
in 1956, at the time of the Suez crisis.
He and President Eisenhower took the
moral, not difficult position, that the
United States could not support the set-
tlement of dispute by force—even of our
closest friends. It is one of the magnifi-
cent decisions in the history of this
country. It was attacked in the Con-
gress. Some of the great leaders of the
press were not clear about its meaning at
that time. Despite the serious implica-
tions of that decision, which was a diffi-
cult one for him and for our country,
considering our friendship for Britain,
France and Israel it was a proper deci-
sion, in the light of the moral position of
the United States.

The qualities and services of Mr, John
Foster Dulles are known to us and to the
world. I simply end by saying that his
indomitable courage, his selflessness
and his intense love and defense of free-
dom have marked him as a man apart
in this generation and, indeed, in the
history of our ecountry.

Our country and the free people of the
world owe much to Mr, Dulles. We are
sad that illness has caused him to lay
down his duties, to which he gave full
devotion.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the tragic
news of the worsening illness and the
consequent 7resignation of Secretary
Dulles has caused a saddening pause
in the Nation and throughout the free
world, & pause in which free men ponder
his greatness, calculate the cost of his
absence, and ask ourselves where we go
from here.

For several years Secretary Dulles has
been made the principal target for what-
ever dissatisfaction our free world allies
had with the United States. Here at
home he has generally been made the
butt of any disappointment over world
conditions. I recall my own expressions
of eriticism on particular occasions. But
at this hour I am comforted in the
knowledge that my criticism never
reached—because it was never directed
at—his tremendous intellect or his noble
heart.
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Mr. President, the news of the illness
and the resignation of Secretary of State
Dulles has brought a realization of his
greatness to even his severest critics.

The chief architect of the free world
policy of resistance to Communist ag-
gression has stepped down. From the
capitals of the world, from the press,
from spokesmen of both our political
parties, have come a stream of state-
ments that carry the conviction and the
sineerity that are so lacking in the ordi-
nary platitudes and perfunctory condo-
lences which are usual at such times.

From London to Ankara, from Stock-
holm to Bandung, there is solemn recog-
nition that the free world has lost a
source of moral strength, of political
sagacity, of diplomatic acumen, and of
limitless dedication to freedom, that may
prove impossible to replace.

For more than 6 years Mr. Dulles has
shouldered a burden greater than that
which any other American Secretary of
State has ever carried. Throughout that
period he has been the principal formu-
lator of American policy, as well as the
chief negotiator and administrator of
that policy.

In an era when other leaders have
evaded responsibility, Mr, Dulles has as-
sumed full responsibility, without dodg-
ing or flinching.

In an era when, after brief sojourns,
other Government officials have seen fit
to abandon their posts, to return to the
pleasure and profit of private life, Mr.
Dulles has enlisted for the duration of
his life and his strength.

In an era when public figures have
shrunk from criticism and have com-
plained of mistreatment, Mr. Dulles has
asked for no immunity, has issued no
complaints, has made no apologies.

In an era of petty politics and partisan
recriminations, Mr. Dulles has been
magnanimous and selfless.

Mr. Dulles’ policies were characterized
by an insistence upon principle above
expediency, by a refusal to barter away
freedom anywhere in the world, by a
determination to uphold the rights of
the United States and of free nations
everywhere, by a willingness to face up
to the consequences of firmness, and by
a confidence in the basic strength of this
Nation and in the ultimate friumph of
freedom and of the moral law.

In recent months the dawning rec-
ognition throughout the free world of his
personal stature and of the moral and
political soundness of his policies has
heen a heartening indication that his
example will continue to serve us long
after his active career has ended.

The genius of our political system is
now challenged. To say that the Amer-
can Government has suffered a stagger-
ing loss is merely to say the obvious.
What Thomas Jeflerson said of Benja-
min Franklin can now be said of John
Foster Dulles: “He cannot be replaced;
he ean only be succeeded.”

Mr, President, we cannof repair this
loss in a week or a month. But we of
this Congress and this administration
can try to repair the loss by exercising a
degree of statesmanship, cooperation,
and unity that will assist Mr. Dulles’
successor—whoever he may be—to pro-
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ceed with a boldness, a vigor, and an
objectivity born of confidence in the full
backing of a united America.

INTERNATIONAL FOOD FOR PEACE
ACT OF 1959

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. CarroLL], the Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. Hartl, the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KEnnepY ], the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. McCArRTHY],
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Mc-
Gekel, the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MonroNEY], the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Mogrse], the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Murray], the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. ProxmiIrel, the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. WiLriamsl, and
myself, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill entitled “Food for Peace
Act.” It is a bill to promote the foreign
policy of the United States and help to
build essential world conditions of peace,
by the more effective use of United
States agricultural commodities for the
relief of human hunger, and for pro-
moting economic and social development
in less developed countries.

The purpose of the Food for Peace Act
is to so amend and revise Public Law 480
as to make it a more effective instru-
ment for using U.S. abundance of
food and fiber to help build essential
world conditions of peace and freedom
and thereby strengthen and promote the
foreign policies of the United States. It
is intended to enable the United States
to promote more effectively the eco-
nomic and social development of friend-
ly nations and to lead the way in co-
operation with other nations toward the
abolition of human hunger.

A Peace Food Administration would
be established—title VII—in the Execu-
tive Office of the President, headed by a
Peace Food Administrator, to aid the
President in carrying out the purposes
of the act and also the purpose of sec-
tion 402 of the Mutual Security Act of
1954, as amended. There would also be
created an Interdepartmental Peace
Food Policy Committee to advise and
consult with the Peace Food Administra-
tor, and also a Peace Food Advisory Com-
mittee consisting of representatives of
private U.S. groups and organizations.

The act would authorize:

Title I: A 5-year program of local cur-
rency sales of U.S. surplus agricultural
commodities at a rate of $2 billion a
year—as compared with $11% billion a
year under the present Public Law 480;

Title II: Continuation of title II of
Public Law 480 to provide emergency
assistance, through grants of surplus
agricultural commodities, over a period
of 5 years at a rate not exceeding $250
million a year, to friendly peoples in
meeting famine or other emergency re-
lief requirements; and grants of such
commodities to assist friendly nations in
establishing, expanding, or carrying out
programs for the relief of chronic
hunger and malnutrition;

Title III: Continuation of title IIT of
Public Law 480, with minor changes,
which provides for, first, use by Federal
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agencies in making payment for com-
modities not produced in the United
States; second, barter of surplus agri-
cultural commodities for strategic or
other materials; third, grants to public
and private agencies for use in the
United States in nonprofit school lunch
programs, nonprofit summer camps for
children, charitable institutions (includ-
ing hospitals), and assistance to needy
persons; and, fourth, grants to nonprofit
voluntary agencies for use in the assist-
ance of needy persons outside the United
States;

Title IV: A 10-year program of long-
term supply contracts for U.S. surplus
agricultural commeodities with interest
not to exceed 215 percent per year, pay-
ment—in dollars, services, strategic or
other materials—to be made over a pe-
riod of 40 years from the date of the
last delivery of commodities under the
contracts and interest computed from
the date of such last delivery;

Title V: Grants of surplus agricultural
commodities over a period of 5 years to
help food-deficit countries, under agree-
ments, build up and maintain minimum
national food reserves—in accordance
with the TU.S.-sponsored resolution
adopted by the United Nations on Feb-
ruary 20, 1957;

Title VI: Negotiation of agreements
with friendly countries to establish in
such countries binational, nonprofit
foundations to foster and promote re-
search, education, health and public wel-
fare, and to grant to such foundations
unexpended local currencies which ac-
crue to the United States as repayments
of principal or payment of interest on
local currency loans heretofore made by
the United States under Public Law 480
or made hereafter under the Food for
Peace Act.

In addition to the foregoing, the Food
for Peace Act would authorize a number
of additions to the authorized uses, in
addition to those in Public Law 480, for
local currencies accruing from sales of
surplus agricultural commodities under
title I. Of these, five would permit the
use of such currencies to buttress and
extend social and economic development
projects and activities of the United Na-
tions Special Fund, the United Nations
Food and Agriculture Organization, the
World Health Organization, the Inter-
national Finance Corporation, and an
International Development Loan Asso-
ciation if and when such may be estab-
lished. Others would permit more effec-
tive use of such currencies in promoting
international educational exchanges; re-

search, educational development, and

health and education; and technical as-
sistance., On loans of local currencies
for economic development, the act would
specify a maximum interest rate of 214
percent.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the REcorp at this point as a part of
my remarks, and that the press release
issued by my office be also printed in the
REecorp at this point as a part of my

remarks.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be received and appropriately

referred; and, without objection, the bill
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and press release will be printed in the
RECORD, as requested.

The bill (8. 1711) to promote the for-
eign policy of the United States and help
to build essential world conditions of
peace, by the more effective use of U.S.
agricultural commodities for the relief of
human hunger, and for promoting eco-
nomic and social development in less
developed countries, introduced by Mr.
HumpHREY for himself and other Sena-
tors, was received, read twice by its title,
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations, and ordered to be printed in
the REcoORD, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That Public
Law 480 of the Eighty-third Congress, as
amended, is further amended as follows:

(1) The first section (which provides the
short title) is amended to read as follows:

“That this Aet may be cited as ‘The In-
ternational Food for Peace Act of 1959'."

(2) SBection 2 (which consists of a state-
ment of policy) is amended to read as
follows:

“CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND POLICY

“Sec. 2. (a) Because of the increased
productivity made possible by sclence and
technology, there is now, for the first time
in history, no reason in physical scarcity for
the continued existence of hunger—any-
where on this earth. It is now possible and
practical for mankind to take cooperative
steps to abolish human hunger.

“This being so, massive hunger and suf-
fering from want of clothing, existing in the
world in the shadow of unused present and
potential surpluses of food and fiber, are no
longer tolerable, either morally, politically,
or economically.

“The Congress, while recognizing the diffi-
cult international, political and economic
problems that lie between hunger and want
of clothing in many parts of the world and
food and fiber surpluses in others, declares
it to be the policy of the United States to
move as rapidly as possible in cooperation
with other friendly nations, toward putting
its abundance of food and fiber more effec-
tively in the service of human need.

“(b) Peoples who comprise one-third of
the human race have in our generation
achieved national independence (or are in
the process of doing so) and are in revolt
against the poverty, ignorance, disease, in-
ferior status, and lack of opportunity which
have always been their lot. They are de-
termined to achieve that economic and social
development necessary to national dignity
and individual well-being. To mobilize their
resources with reasonable speed and develop
their economies to a point where they are
self-propelled and self-sustaining they re-
quire substantial outside ald over a con-
siderable period of years. If that ald is ade=
quately forthcoming from the free world,
they have a good chance to accomplish their
purposes in freedom, remaining a part of the
free world and contributing to its strength
and well-being. If it is not forthcoming,
their alternative is to seek it in the Com-
munist world, and in the process to sur-
render both personal and natlonal freedom.
Deeply aware of and sympathetic with the
aspirations of the world’s peoples who seek in
freedom greater national dignity and in-
dividual well-being, the Congress declares it
to be the policy of the United States to help
them achieve those aspirations. The Con-
gress recognizes that for this purpose a
number of different kinds of aid are required,
but that among them food and fiber aid is
& highly important form and one whose ef-
fectiveness can be greatly increased. The
Congress declares that the agricultural
abundance of the United States is not an
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embarrassment but a blessing to be used in
the service of mankind, that it should be so
used to the maximum extent possible, and
that if it is so used it can help bulld es-
sential conditions of world peace and free-
dom,

“(c) To achieve those larger purposes, the
Congress directs that this Act shall be ad-
ministered (1) so as to help other coun-
tries carry forward their own national or
regional plans for development in freedom
and independence; (2) so as to support the
efforts and programs of the United Nations,
its specialized agencles and affiliated organ-
izations, and regional organizations of
friendly countries, directed toward the same
ends; (3) so as to leave wide latitude in
working out details of national agreements
and projects to United States Chiefs of
Missions in negotiations with the govern-
ments concerned; and (4) so as to enlist the
cooperation of other countries in putting ag-
ricultural surpluses more effectively in the
service of human need and the economic and
social development of 1less developed
countries.

*(d) It is also declared to be the policy
of Congress to expand international trade
among the United States and friendly na-
tions, to facilitate the convertibility of cur-
rency, to promote the economic stability of
American agriculture, and the national wel-
fare, to make maximum efficient use of sur-
plus agricultural commodities in further-
ance of the foreign policy of the United
States, and to stimulate and facilitate the
expansion of foreign trade in agricultural
commodities produced in the United States
by providing a means whereby surplus ag-
ricultural commodities in excess of the usual
marketings of such commodities may be sold
through private trade channels, and foreign
currencies accepted in payment thereof.
It is further the policy to use foreign cur-
rencles which accrue to the United States
under this Act to expand international
trade, to encourage economic development,
to purchase strategic materials, to pay
United States obligations abroad, to promote
collective strength, and to foster in other
ways the foreign policy of the United
States.”

(3) Section 101 (which relates to the ne-
gotiation of agreements) is amended by
striking out “and” at the end of paragraph
(d), by changing the period at the end of
paragraph (e) to a semicolon, and by adding
at the end of such section the following
new paragraphs:

“(f) seek, insofar as possible, to enter into
such agreements for periods In excess of one
year; and

“(g) give maximum attention to utilizing
the authority and funds provided by this
Act to further the economic and social de-
velopment plans of underdeveloped coun-
tries.”

(4) Section 103(b) (prescribing limit on
appropriations) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(b) Agreements shall not be entered into
under this title during the period beginning
July 1, 1959, and ending June 30, 1964, which
will call for appropriations to reimburse the
Commodity Credit Corporation, pursuant to
subsection (a) of this section, in amounts in
excess of $2,000,000,000 annually, plus any
amount by which agreements entered into
in prior years have called or will call for ap-
propriations to reimburse the Commodity
Credit Corporation in amounts less than au-
thorized for such prior fiscal years by this
Act as In effect during such fiscal years.”

(5) Section 103 is further amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“(c) In carrying out programs and activi-
tles under this title, the President shall, in-
sofar as possible, coordinate such programs
and activities with other United States and
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international programs and activities di-
rected toward the same end.”

(6) Section 104(e) (relating to loans for
trade expansion) is amended by striking out
“Export-Import Bank for loans mutually
agreeable to said bank’ and inserting in lieu
thereof “United States Development Loan
Fund created by title II of chapter II of the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, for
loans mutually agreeable to said Fund”, and
by inserting before the semicolon at the end
thereof a colon and the following: “Provided
further, That funds which have accrued un-
der this section and which are uncommitted
may at the discretion of the President, be
placed under the administration of the De-
velopment Loan Fund".

(7) Section 104(g) (relating to the pro-
motion of trade and economic development)
is amended to read as follows:

“{g) For loans and grants to promote
multilateral trade and economic develop-
ment, made through established banking
facilities of the friendly nation from which
the foreign currency was obtalned or in any
other manner which the President may deem
to be appropriate. Interest on loans made
under this subsection shall be at such rate,
not to exceed 214 per centum per annum, as
the President shall determine. Strategic
materials, services, or foreign currencies may
be accepted in payment of such loans;”.

(8) Section 104(h) (relating to interna-
tional educational exchange activities) is
amended by striking out the words “in such
amounts as may be specified from time to
time in appropriation acts” and by striking
out the semicolon at the end thereof and
ingerting in lieu thereof a period and the
following: “Such currencies may also be used
for making grants to United States non-
profit organizations and institutions for
carrying out such exchange of persons
projects under this paragraph between the
United States and other countries as may be
agreed upon between such organizations and
institutions and the Secretary of State, but
not such grants shall be made to any organ-
ization or institution which does not agree
to provide the dollar funds which the Secre-
tary of State deems necessary to carry for-
ward agreed projects to a successful con-
clusion;”.

(9) Section 104(k) (relating to scientific
activities) is amended by striking out “but
no foreign currencies shall be used for the
purposes of this subsection (k) unless spe-
cific appropriations be made therefor” and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “and
to promote and support programs of medical
and scientific research, cultural and educa-
tional development, health, nutrition, and
sanitation",

(10) Section 104(0) (relating to assist-
ance to educational facilities sponsored by
United States citizens) is amended by strik-
ing out so much thereof as follows the semi-
colon.,

(11) Section 104 (relating to uses of for-
elgn currencies) is amended by inserting
after paragraph (o) the following new
paragraphs:

“{p) For supporting workshops in Amer-
fcan studies or American educational tech-
niques, and supporting chairs in American
studies.

“{q) For financing technicians and other
personnel of the United Nations Food and
Agriculture Organization and World Health
Organization (including necessary equip=-
ment and supplies) engaged in (1) consult-
ing and advising on, conducting, or admin-
istering Government programs designed to
relieve chronic hunger and malnutrition, (ii)
consulting and advising on programs for the
storage, management, and operation of na-
tional food reserves, or (iil) training local
technical, administrative, and other person-
nel needed to carry out such programs;

“{r) For financing research, surveys, con-
ferences, publicity, and other activities which

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the President shall find to be helpful in
support of the projected ‘Free the World
from Hunger' campaign of the United Na-
tions Food and Agriculture Organization;
and for such purposes and the purposes of
paragraph (q) any currencies of any coun=-
try available under this Aet may be trans-
ferred to and used in any other country;

“(s) For financing local currency cost
components of projects undertaken by the
United Nations Special Fund for which such
Fund pays foreign exchange costs;

“(t) For contributions, in addition to
United States dollar contributions, to the
capital fund of any international develop-
ment association or organization of which
the United States is a member which may
be established as an affiliate of the Inter-
natlional Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment for the purpose of making long-
term loans for economic development;

“(u) For financing the preparation, dis-
tribution, and exhibiting of audio-visual
informational and educational materials,
including Government materials, abroad;

“(v) For transfer to the International
Finance Corporation for the purpose of pro-
moting private investment abroad under
such arrangement as may be agreed upon
between the President, said Corporation,
and the country whose currency is in-
volved;

“(w) For financing the services of techni-
clans, advisers, and administrators who are
nationals of any friendly country, which
may be needed to further economic and
social development programs in other
friendly countries;

“(x) For financing relief and rehabilita-
tion projects undertaken following disasters
or for assistance to refugees.”

(12) Section 104 is further amended by
inserting before the period at the end thereof
a comma and the following: “and from time
to time release for the general purposes of
this title funds that may have accrued in
excess of prospective needs for payment of
United States obligations™,

(13) Section 106 (which relates to deter-
mination of nations with which agreements
shall be negotlated) is amended by striking
out the words “Secretary of Agriculture”
where they appear the second time and in-
serting In lieu thereof “President”.

(14) Section 107 (which defines “friendly
nation'') is amended by inserting before the
period at the end thereof a colon and the
following: “Provided, That such term shall
not exclude any nation referred to in clause
(2) if the President determines that the mak-
ing and carrying out of agreements with such
nation under this Act will be in the interest
of attaining the foreign-policy objectives of
the United States”.

(16) BSection 109 (which relates to the
duration of the program under title I) is
amended by striking out “December 31, 1859"
and inserting in lieu thereof “June 30, 1964",

(16) Section 202 (authorizing grants of
surplus commodities for famine relief) is
amended by striking out “with friendly gov-
ernments or through voluntary agencies” and
inserting in lieu thereof “by or with friendly
governments or voluntary rellef agencies to
carry out the purposes of section 201 and to
assist friendly nations in establishing, ex-
panding, or carrying out programs, including
programs undertaken with the assistance of
experts and technicians of the United Na-
tlons Food and Agriculture Organization, and
the World Health Organization for the relief
of chronic hunger and malnutrition".

(17) Section 203 (which imposes limits on
expenditures under title II) is amended by
striking out the first sentence and inserting
in lieu thereof the following: “Not more than
$250,000,000, including the Corporation's in-
vestment in the commodities, shall be ex-
panded annually for all such transfers and
for other costs authorized by this title.”

(18) Section 204 (which relates to the du-
ration of the program under title II) 1is
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amended by striking out “December 31, 1959
and inserting in lieu thereof “June 30, 1964".

(19) Section 304(b) (which prohibits cer-
tain transactions with the Union of Soviet -
Socialist Republics and areas dominated
or controlled by the Communist regime in
China) is amended by striking out *title
I or title III" and inserting in lleu thereof
“title I, title III, title IV, title V, or title
VIT.

(20) Title III is further amended by add-
ing at the end thereof a new section as
follows:

“Sec. 306. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration is hereby directed—

“(1) to dispose of its stocks of edible oils
or products thereof by donation, upon such
terms and conditions as the Secretary of
Agriculture deems appropriate, to nonprofit
voluntary agencies registered with the De-
partment of State, appropriate agencies of
the Federal Government or international or-
ganizations, for use in the assistance of
needy persons outside the United States;

“(2) to purchase for donation as pro=
vided above such quantities of edible oils
and the products thereof as the Secretary
determines will maintain the support level
for cottonseed and soybeans without requir-
ing the acquisition of such commodities
under the price support program.,

Commodity Credit Corporation may incur
such additional costs with respect to com-
modities to be donated hereunder as it is
authorized to incur with respect to food
commodities disposed of under section 416
of the Agricultural Act of 1949, and may pay
ocean freight charges from United States
ports to designated ports of entry abroad.”

(21) Such Act is further amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
titles:

“TITLE IV—LONG TERM SUPPLY CONTRACTS

“Sec. 401. The purpose of this title is to
utilize agricultural commodities and the
products thereof produced in the United
States, including but not limited to agricul-
tural commodities in surplus supply, to assist
the economic development of friendly na-
tions by assuring such nations a stable supply
of agricultural commodities on long-term
credit for domestic consumption during
periods of economic development so that
the resources and manpower of such nations
may be utilized more effectively for indus-
trial and other domestic economic develop-
ment without jeopardizing meanwhile ade-
quate supplies of agricultural commodities
for domestic use.

“BSEec. 402. In furtherance of this purpose,
the President is authorized to enter into
agreements with friendly nations under the
terms of which the United States shall
undertake to deliver annually (a) certain
quantities of wheat, rice, cotton, feed grains,
or tobacco, or (b) such other surplus agri-
cultural commodities as may from time to
time be available, for periods of not to exceed
ten years.

“Sec. 403. Payment for such commodities
shall be in dollars or in services or in stra-
tegic or other materials of which the United
States does not domestically produce its re-
quirements, as the President may from time
to time determine, with interest at such rate
as the President may determine but not more
than 214 per centum per year. Payment
may be made in approximately equal annual
amounts over periods of not to exceed forty
years from the date of the last delivery of
commodities under the agreement and in-
terest shall be computed from the date of
such last delivery.

“SEc. 404. Any such agreement shall ine
clude the following undertakings on the part
of the purchasing nation as conditions of
such contract:

“({1) That commodities provided here-
under will not replace any usual imports of
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the same or similar commodities by such
nation from friendly nations;

“(2) That commodities provided here-
under will be used only for domestic con-
sumption and that none of such commodi-
ties will be sold outside the purchasing na-
tion either directly or through replacement
of domestic production.

“Sec. 405. In entering into such agree-
ments, the President shall endeavor to reach
agreement with other exporting nations of
such commodities for their participation in
the supply and assistance program herein
authorized on a proportionate and equitable
basis.

“Sec, 406. In carrying out this title, the
provisions of sections 101, 102, 103(a), 106,
107, and 108 of this Act shall be applicable to
the extent not inconsistent with this title.

“TITLE V—NATIONAL FOOD RESERVES

“Sgc. 501, The President is authorized to
implement the resolution adopted by the
United Nations on February 20, 1957 (United
Nations Resolution 1025 [XI]), which was
sponsored by the United States, calling for
international cooperation in the establish-
ment of national food reserves by making
transfers of surplus agricultural commodi-
ties for the purpose of establishing such re-
serves. The Commodity Credit Corporation
shall make available to the President out of
its stocks such agricultural commodities as
he may request for this purpose.

“Sec. 502. In making transfers under this
title, the President may provide for delivery
f.0.b. vessels in TUnited States ports and,
upon a determination by the President that
it is necessary to accomplish the purposes
of such resolution, for the payment of ocean
freight charges from United States ports to
designated ports of entry abroad, and for
furnishing of technical and other assistance
in providing storage facilities for the food
reserves so established.

“Sec. 503. (a) No assistance under this
title shall be furnished to any nation or
organization of nations unless such nation
o~ organization agrees—

*“{1) to use the commodities furnished
under this title to establish national food
reserves;

“(2) to maintain the food reserves so es=
tablished at agreed levels;

“(3) to consult with and utilize the serv-
ices of experts and techniclans of the United
Nations Food and Agriculture Organization
with respect to technical problems of stor-
age, management, and operation of national
food reserves;

“(4) to maintaln and operate such reserves
1. such manner that they will not interfere
with normal commercial trade of the United
States or other friendly nations.

*“{b) The President is authorized to make
transfers of commodities under title IT wher-
ever necessary to replenish reserves which
are depleted as a result of famine or other
urgent or extraordinary relief requirements.

“Bec. 504, There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this title.
Sums appropriated for such purpose shall be
available to reimburse the Commodity Credit
Corporation for the Corporation’s investment
in commodities transferred hereunder and
for all costs referred to in section 103 (a).

“Sec. 605. No grants or other assistance
shall be furnished under this title after June
30, 1964.

“TITLE VI—BINATIONAL FOUNDATIONS

“SEc. 601, (a) The President is authorized
to negotiate and carry out agreements with
friendly nations to provide for the estab-
lishment in such countries of nonprofit
foundations to foster and promote research,
education, health, and public welfare.

““(b) A foundation established under this
title shall be under the direction of a board
of trustees consisting of—
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*(1) a number, to be determined by the
agreement between the United States and the
country in which the foundation is located,
of the nationals of such country appointed
by the Government thereof;

“(2) an equal number of nationals of the
United States (Ork of whom shall be the
chief of the United States diplomatic mie-
sion to such country) appointed by the
President; and

*(3) one member, who shall be chairman,

who shall be appointed by the Government
of such country with the approval of a ma-
jority of the members appointed as provided
in clauses (1) and (2).
Members of a board of trustees shall serve
at the pleasure of the appointing authority,
and vacancies shall be filled in the same
manner as in the case of the original appoint-
ments.

“Sgc. 602. Nolwithstanding the provisions
of section 1415 of the Supplemental Appro-
priation Act, 1853, or any other provision of
law, the President is authorized to grant to
any foundation established under this title
for use in carrying out the purposes specified
in section 601(a) any unexpended local cur-
rencies which accrue to the United States,
as repayments of principal or payment of
interest on loans heretofore or hereafter
made by the United States under section 104.
Any such currencies may be used for direct
expenditure, or may be invested and the
proceeds used, for carrying out this title.

“TITLE VII—ADMINISTRATION

*“SEec. 701. (a) There is hereby established
in the Executive Office of the President an
agency to be known as the Peace Food Ad-
ministration, which shall be headed by a
Peace Food Administrator appointed by the
President by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. The Peace Food Admin-
istrator shall serve at the pleasure of the
President and shall receive compensation at
the rate of $21,000 per annum.

“{b) (1) The President shall carry out the
functions conferred upon him by this Act and
section 402 of the Mutual Security Act of
1954, as amended, either directly or through
the Peace Food Administrator.

“{2) The President is authorized to trans-
fer to the Peace Food Administrator the
functions of any other agency which he
determines are related to the functions of,
and can be more effectively or economically
carried out by, the Peace Food Administra-
tor, together with any personnel or property
used primarily in carrying out such func-
tions.

“(c) The Peace Food Administrator is au-
thorized to make such expenditures and ap-
point and fix the compensation of such
personnel as may be necessary to enable
him to carry out his functions.

“Sec. 702, (a) There is hereby established
a Peace Food Policy Committee which shall
consist of an Assistant Secretary, or officer
of comparable level, of each of the following
departments or agencies: Departments of
State, Treasury, Agriculture, Commerce,
Health, Education, and Welfare, and the
International Cooperation Administration.

“{b) It shall be the duty of the Peace
Food Policy Committee to advise and con-
sult with the Peace Food Administrator con-
cerning the administration of this Act.
The Committee shall meet from time to
time upon request of the Peace Food Ad-
ministrator and at such other times as it
may deem necessary.

“SEec, 7T03. (a) There is hereby established
a Peace Food Advisory Committee which
shall consist of representatives of the follow-
ing and such other groups as the President
deems advisable who shall be appointed by
the President for terms of two years:

*(1) the major agricultural organizations;

“(2) exporters of food and fiber;
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*“(3) voluntary agencies such as CARE
and church groups;

“(4) educational groups; and

*(5) woluntary health groups.

“(b) It shall be the duty of the Peace
Food Advisory Committee to advise and con-
sult with the Peace Food Administrator, and
to make such recommendations as it deems
advisable, concerning the administration of
this Act. The Committee shall meet from
time to time upon request of the Peace Food
Administrator and at such other times as it
may deem necessary. In carrying out its
duties under this Act, the Committee shall
invite a representative of the United Nations
Food and Agriculture Organization to meet
with the Committee in order that, through
him, the views of other exporting countries
might be heard and their interests taken
into account.

*{e) Members of the Advisory Commitiee
shall be entitled, while attending meetings
of the Committee, to receive compensation
at the rate of $50 per diem, and while away
from their homes or regular places of busi-
ness they may be allowed travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, as
authorized by law for persons in the Gov=
ernment service employed intermittently.

“Sec. 704. In negotiating agreements un-
der this Act, the President shall give due
consideration to the internal and external
political and economic conditions of the
countries concerned by drawing upon the
appropriate title or titles of this Act In such
manner as to carry out more effectively the
policy set forth in section 2.”

The press release presented by Mr.
HuMPHREY is as follows:

SenaTor HUMPHREY PRESENTS CONGRESS
WiTH Bowp Foop rFoR PEACE PROGRAM

Senator Husert H. HuMPHREY, Democrat,
of Minnesota, today introduced in the Con-
gress the International Food for Peace Act
of 1959, outlining a 5-year program of mak-
ing wiser use of our agricultural abundance
as an effective arm of building conditions
for peace in the world.

Cosponsoring the measure with Senator
HumMPHREY were: Senators JoHN A. CARROLL,
Democrat, of Colorado; PHILIP A, HART,
Democrat, of Michigan; Joun F. KENNEDY,
Democrat, of Massachusetts; EUGENE J. Mc-
CArRTHY, Democrat, of Minnesota; GaLe W.
McGee, Democrat, of Wyoming; A. 5. Mike
MonroNEY, Democrat, of Oklahoma; WAYNE
Morse, Democrat, of Oregon; JAMEs E. MUR-
RAY, Democrat, of Montana; and WILLIAM
ProxmiIrg, Democrat, of Wisconsin.

Senator HumPHREY declared that the
“challenge posed by our unprecedented
wealth in a world three-fourths needy and
no longer willing to remain so” was one of
the “most pressing of the long-range chal-
lenges confronting the American people.”

“This contrast is most dramatic and im-
mediate in the paradox of leapfrogging food
overabundance at home and leapfrogging
hungry populations abroad,” he declared.

“How absurd if surpluses of vitally needed
commodities become  minuses in America's
ledger—for to have too much and not share
is surely far worse, in consclence and prac-
tice, than to have too little to begin with.

“Common sense and common decency com-
bine to tell us to use our famed know-how
and our vast national energles to work out
some way in which our food fortune can be-
come the blessing of all people, and not a
symbol of selfishness to God's children else-
where.

“The whole ethical sweep of our traditions
and the imaginative resourcefulness of our
ancestors cry out the senselessness of any
posture that makes food seem a curse in
the midst of want.

“It is in this spirit that we propose today
a program which should help to make clear
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the concern of Americans for all human be-
ings, and the eagerness of Americans to
share their food fortune as a contribution
toward the removal of privation and in-
equity from our midst and in our time,”
Senator HuMPHREY explained.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Food
for Peace bill lie on the desk through
Wednesday of next week, in order to
permit other Senators who may wish to
join in sponsoring it to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said:
Mr. President, earlier today, on behalf
of myself and a number of other Sena-
tors, I introduced for appropriate ref-
erence a bill which I believe is far reach-
ing in its scope and purpose and is con-
structive in its effect.

I speak today concerning one of the
most pressing of the long-range chal-
lenges confronting the American people;
the challenge posed by our unprece-
dented wealth in a world three-fourths
needy and no longer willing to remain so.

This contrast is most dramatic and
immediate in the paradox of leapfrog-
ging food overabundance at home in the
United States and leapfrogging hungry
populations abroad.

How absurd if surpluses of vitally
needed commodities become minuses in
America's ledger, for to have too much
and not share is surely far worse, in con-
science and in practice, than to have too
little to begin with.

Thus, common sense and common de-
cency combine to tell us to use our famed
know-how and our vast national ener-
gies to devise ways in which our good
fortunes can become the blessing of all
people, and not a symbol of selfishness
to God’s children elsewhere.

The whole ethical sweep of our tradi-
tions and the imaginative resourceful-
ness of our ancestors cry out the sense-
lessness of any posture which makes food
seem a curse in the midst of want.

It is, then, in this spirit that we pro-
pose today a program which I have called
Food for Peace, and which should help
to make clear the concern of Americans
for all human beings, and the eagerness
of Americans to share their good fortune
as a contribution toward the removal of
privation and inequity from our midst
and in our time.

Mr. President, the bill I have intro-
duced for myself and a group of co-
sponsors is designed to promote the
foreign policy of the United States and
to help to build essential world condi-
tions of peace, by the more effective use
of U.S. agricultural commodities for the
relief of human hunger, and for promot-
ing economic and social development in
less developed countries.

The bill I have introduced is termed
the International Food for Peace Act of
1959. Earlier I had asked permission
to have printed in the REcorp a descrip-
tion of the bill, a summary of the bill,
and the full text of the bill.

It is a revision, expansion, and exten-
sion of Public Law 480—redirecting it
more along the lines many of us always
intended it to go in the first place.
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It is not a hastily designed program.
It is the outgrowth of long study and
careful research.

I myself have been studying this par-
ticular proposal for more than 4 years.
It has been my privilege to conduct ex-
tensive hearings for at least 2 years in
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry, and for at least 5 years in the
Committee on Foreign Relations to con-
duct hearings and to engage in a discus-
sion and a study of the program known
as Public Law 480, which relates to the
use of American food and fiber for over-
seas purposes. Therefore, I feel a rather
intimate acquaintance with the food re-
sources of the country and the program-
ing as to their use in our international
relations.

“Food for Peace" is not merely a slo-
gan. For the last 4 years I have been
devoting much time to studying this con-
cept of using our abundance more
wisely as a tool of international policy
and international friendship. I have
studied the impact overseas, and I have
studied the administration of the pro-
gram here at home.

I have not confined myself to my own
observations, but instead have availed
myself of the judgment and recommen-
dations of all groups studying this pro-
gram, as I shall indicate later in these
remarks.

A year ago last December, I publicly
proposed a broader U.S. Food for Peace
program, and suggested that we needed
a Peace Food Administrator to make it
effective. Ever since then, I have been
working out detailed improvements in
the Public Law 480 program designed
toward that end. Late last fall, after
further study and observations abroad, I
announced that such a program would
be introduced in the 86th Congress.

I traveled into several of the countries
of the Near East, southern Europe, and
north Africa, studying the use and the
application of this program. I did the
same thing within the past year in coun-
tries in eastern Europe and western Eu-
rope. I believe that I, as one Member
of the Senate, have attempted to inform
myself of the possibilities of the use of
food and fiber. In my opinion, more
time must be given and a more sincere
effort made in an attempt to find the
proper methods for more constructive
uses of food and fiber.

I was pleased that the President, in
his state of the Union message, indi-
cated agreement with my Food for Peace
objective; and I was, of course, honored
that he had borrowed and used the same
terminology. Regrettably, I have seen
little evidence since then from the ad-
ministration of more than lipservice to
the objective. They have proposed no
program. They have merely called an-
other conference.

As beneficial as that conference may
be, we need action—and we have had
sufficient time, trial, and study to pro-
vide for that action.

That is what I now propose, through
combining the best judgments I could
obtain from inside and outside the
administration,
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Before outlining my new proposals, let
me review briefly the development and
history of what is commonly known to-
day, for the lack of a better name, as
Public Law 480.

Five years ago Congress passed and
the President signed the original law,
otherwise known as the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act
of 1954. This law launched the United
States upon a course of using American
agricultural surpluses for constructive
and humanitarian purposes at home and
abroad. The law authorized the dona-
tion of surplus agricultural commodities
to Federal, State, and private agencies
for welfare - purposes in the United
States; it authorized their donation for
famine and disaster relief and for wel-
fare purposes abroad; and it authorized
their sale to foreign countries for loeal
currencies and their barter for strategic
materials. Finally, it authorized the use
of the local currencies accruing from
Public Law 480 sales abroad for a wide
variety of constructive purposes, includ-
ing the payment of U.S. obligations, the
promotion of collective strength, and,
most importantly, for loans to and in
the countries concerned for economic
development.

In the 4% years which ended last De-
cember 31, the programing of surplus
agricultural commodities under the
three titles of Public Law 480 had
reached more than $71% billion, accord-
ing to an estimate by the Commodity
Credit Corporation.

More than three-fifths of these surplus
agricultural commodities valued at a
Commodity Credit Corporation cost of
more than $41% billions was sold abroad
for local currencies to countries which
could not otherwise have bought them,
to meet the needs of their people; 612
percent, valued at nearly half a billion
dollars, was donated to foreign govern-
ments abroad, for famine and other
emergency assistance; 19 percent, valued
at nearly $1% billion, was donated for
foreign and domestic relief, through non-
profit voluntary agencies and intergov-
ernmental organizations; and 13 percent,
valued at nearly $1 billion, was bartered
abroad for strategic materials needed by
the United States.

Mr. President, I wish to make it clear
that although the total sum of money
involved in the past 415 years—until De~
cember 31, 1958—had reached $7,500
million, at the estimated Commodity
Credit Corporation cost, that amount
also included the storage cost of the ma-
terials held by the Commodity Credit
Corporation, and it also included the cost
of making substantial amounts of those
goods available, as I have indicated, for
relief and famine-relief purposes. The
important point is that $4,500 million
worth of those goods was sold, and our
country thus obtained currency which it
is able to use constructively for its own
purposes. That is what I mean when I
refer to changing food into money or
changing food into economics.

Furthermore, Mr. President, more than
$1 billion worth of the food was bartered
abroad for strategic materials, which do
not waste or spoil—strategic materials
which were required for the strategic
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stockpiles in our country. So, many
times, we actually converted grain into
platinum, or grain into diamonds, or
grain into strategic ores which were in
short supply in our country.

Here is the beginning of a program
which truly makes sense, a program to
convert the abundance of our farms and
the abundance and the productivity of
our soil into economic power for our Na-
tion and into uses based on neighborly
compassion and humanitarianism on the
part of our Nation, and to convert the
production of our farms into strategic
minerals which are needed by our coun-
try, or to convert the production of our
farms into currency for the use of our
country.

1 seek to do even better. The proposal
we have before us is designed to profit
from this limited experience, to broaden
the scope of the program, to enlarge the
activities which are permissible under
the program, and to put the program on
a long-term basis, so that never again
shall we hear people complain about
such use of one of the bountiful bless-
ings of a divine providence, namely, the
abundance of food which we have en-
joyed.

Sometimes I wonder what has come
over this Nation, that some persons
should complain of a God-given gift—
namely, food—which is so greatly needed
to alleviate hunger and suffering and
sickness, or that there should be any
hesitation to use this food in ways which
will be of help not only to the foreign
policy of our country—a use which in
itself is most commendable—and not
only for the economic development of
our Nation and other nations, but also to
feed the sick and the hungry and to help
the unfortunate. If the purpose of what
we seek is thoroughly understood, I be-
lieve that every person in the United
States will support this endeavor.

Mr. President, it is impossible even to
imagine the vast good that has been ac-
complished under Public Law 480, in
terms of relieving basic human want and
in helping the less developed countries
build up their economies for the satis-
faction of the needs of their people. I
repeat that the American people have
reason to thank God for the great
abundance of their soil, and to find deep
satisfaction in the knowledge that it is
being used for such worthy purposes.

Public Law 480 was first passed, as I
have said, in 1954, and each year since
it has been renewed, with amendments
which have widened its scope. The au-
thority of its titles I and II expires on
October 31 of this year. If the most
important and valuable features of the
Public Law 480 programs are to continue
beyond this year, the law must be ex-
tended at this session of Congress.

Perhaps to some the motives and the
needs behind the passage of the original
Public Law 480 were mixed, to say the
least; and the same can be said for its
annual repassages. For this, no apology
whatever is called for.

Agricultural surpluses in the hands of
the Commodity Credit Corporation have
mounted to very large proportions, and
have exercised a depressing effect on
domestic farm prices, and have resulted
in heavy cash outlays for storage—in
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fact, about $1 billion a year for storage.
What I am suggesting is that we no
longer spend the $1 billion a year for
storage, but that we spend it to make
the food available for use for the benefit
of humanity and for the benefit of prog-
ress, peace, and justice. I venture to
say that not one Member of Congress
could justify before his constituents
choosing to store food, at an annual cost
of $1 billion, and complaining about that,
instead of using the food—at the same
cost in money—to feed the sick and the
hungry and to build a more just society.

We in this country had, therefore,
and we still have—a definite, practical,
dollar-and-cent interest in protecting
our own farm prices and in reducing the
amounts of surplus agricultural com-
modities we hold in storage.

But, as I am sure you agree, Mr.
President, this does not cast an un-
favorable shadow upon the generosity,
the human concern, and the profound
wisdom of using these surpluses under
Public Law 480 to satisfy human need
and to help build an economic founda-
tion for greater peace and security in the
world.

The important and the really signifi-
cant point is that, with the support of
the American people, Congress has taken
steps toward resolving one of the
strangest paradoxes in human history:
namely, the existence of hunger, want,
and hopelessness in the world, alongside
a great volume of existing and potential
surpluses of food and fiber which can
be used to help meet these needs.

If in the early years of Public Law 480
the motive of self-interest predominat-
ed—and I think we might agree that too
often it did—it was because there was so
little precedent for the use of agricul-
tural surpluses, otherwise than as famine
and disaster relief, for constructive pur-
poses. We did not have the experience;
it had to be gained. We did not have
the techniques; they had to be de-
veloped. We did not fully know the po-
tentialities; they had to be learned. Not
all had the vision that was needed.

Few there are, I daresay, who in 1954
ventured to think with us that the Pub-
lic Law 480 program could grow as it has
grown in 415 years, that distant hunger
and need could have been found and ad-
ministered to without interfering with
normal U.S. exports or with the normal
exports of other countries. Few dared to
think that surplus food and fiber, and the
local currencies accruing from their sale,
would in a few years become a major in-
strument for promoting economic de-
velopment abroad, for building condi-
tions conducive to peace, and, thus, for
undergirding the foreign policy of the
United States.

We have learned much of the poten-
tialities of this instrument; and, as I
shall point out in a few minutes, there
are many things we should do now, so
as to revise Public Law 480 in order to be
able to realize its full potential.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, WiL-
riams of New Jersey in the chair). Does
the Senator from Minnesota yield to the
Senator from Kentucky?
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I am happy fo
yield.

Mr. COOPER. I do not wish to inter-
rupt the Senator’s speech. But I should
like to make a brief comment on his
remarks.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am delighted to
have the Senator from Kentucky do so;
he always has worthwhile things to say.
I yield.

Mr. COOPER. I thank my colleague.

Mr. President, the Senator from Min-
nesota is making a very important
speech. When Members of the Senate
speak on the floor of the Senate on some
more controversial aspect of our foreign
policy, or our aid program, such speeches
attract widespread attention, and at-
tract support or, sometimes, attract op-
position. I think the Senator from Min-
nesota is now discussing one of the most
important parts of our aid program, and
one of the most important instruments
of our foreign policy.

We attach great importance to mili-
tary programs and economic aid for the
industrialization of other nations. But
the Senator is talking about a food pro-
gram—something the United States can
do that no other country can, and when
he says that food assists the economic
growth of newly dependent countries and
developing countries he is correct. The
first need of all such countries is food
and we have the surplus food.

Second, as the Senator has so clearly
pointed out, our provision of surplus
foods for counterpart funds, enables the
governments of other countries to sell
the food to their own people, and thus
obtain a source of revenue which can be
used internally for the industrial devel-
opment of their countries.

The program has another value. As
those countries begin to be industrially
developed, the first increases of their
workers’ earnings go into food and fiber.
As a result, the danger of inflation is
presented. Additional amounts of food
from our country help reduce inflation-
ary pressures, and save for their people
their small increases in earnings.

The Senator is correct in saying
that the ability of the United States to
furnish food to other nations when no
other country can do so is a potent in-
strument of our foreign policy. Russia
cannot supply food; the United States
can.

Despite all the practical reasons—rea-
sons of policy and reasons of sclf-inter-
est, I am glad the Senator has pointed
out that our willingness to supply our
surplus food to the needy peoples of
other countries is the best expression
of the moral and spiritual interest and
heart of the people and Government of
our country. I hope I shall have the op-
portunity to study the bill of the Senator,
and hope I may be able to join him in
sponsoring it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Kentucky. Noth-
ing would be more gratifying to the sen-
ior Senator from Minnesota than to have
the cosponsorship of this measure by the
Senator from Kentucky; and nothing is
more pleasing to me than his words of
helpfulness, consideration, and praise.
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Mr. COOPER. I have attended many
hearings at which the Senator from Min-
nesota has testified, not this year, but in
1958 and in 1957. I know that at least
in those years the Senator from Minne-
sota consistently pressed the argument
which he is making on the floor of the
Senate today.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Kentucky. With his usual
modesty, he has failed to tell us that he
was Ambassador to India, and saw what
food can mean in terms of international
policy, and also saw what the lack of it
can mean in terms of international disas-
ter.

The advice and counsel of the Senator
from Kentucky now, as was frue in the
days when he appeared before our com-
mittees to speak in behalf of the use
of our food abundance, is always help-
ful and always most welcome,

Mr. President, as was indicated by
the Senator from Kentucky, 2 years ago
the chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry [Mr. ELLENDER] as-
signed me to make a study, on behalf
of the committee, of operations under
Public Law 480. The law had been in
effect for 3 years, and the committee
wished to know what had been accom-
plished, what more could be accom-
plished, and what changes, if any, were
needed in the law. The study continued
throughout most of a year, and included
testimony from 71 witnesses taken in 10
days of hearings during June and July
of 1957. I then submitted a report *o
the chairman in February of 1958. Many
of the things which I shall say here, and
many of the changes in the law which I
shall propose today, are the direct out-
come of that careful study.

I should like to say that in making our
investigation we had the benefit of an
excellent previous study, entitled, “Agri-
cultural Surplus Disposal and Foreign
Aid,” prepared by the National Planning
Association, at the request of the Special
Senate Committee To Study the Foreign
Aid Program, and printed as a commit-
tee document in March 1957.

It is a document of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee of the Senate.

Since the completion of my report,
two other studies of significance have
been made. One is a survey of Public
Law 480 operations in six countries made
last year by a team of experts, under the
guidance and direction of Dr. John H.
Davis, then of the Department of Agri-
culture. This summary report and his
memorandum, entitled “Policy Consid-
erations Pertaining to Public Law 480,”
have been made public by the State De-
partment.

Another study, to which I call atten-
tion, was made last year by a team of
American businessmen appointed by Mr.
James H. Smith, Jr., then Director of the
International Cooperation Administra-
tion, to make a survey of the accumu-
lation and administration of local
currencies. The results of their in-
quiry, which included extensive field in-
vestigation, were submitted to the Direc-
tor of the International Cooperation
Administration on August 5, 1958.

I mention these various studies in or-
der to suggest that Public Law 480 oper-
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ations have been carefully investigated;
that in each of the reports I have men-
tioned recommendations were made for
changes both in the law and in its admin-
istration. Insofar as these studies deal
with the same aspects of the program,
they are, with one or two notable excep-
tions, in general agreement as to what
changes are needed.

The overwhelming testimony of virtu-
ally all who have investigated or have
been associated with Public Law 480
operations is resoundingly positive. The
program has advanced the foreign policy
objectives of the United States. The ex-
isting defects and inadequacies in the
law and its administration can be cor-
rected, with the result that its contribu-
tion to our foreign policy objectives can
be greatly strengthened.

I wish to add that all the reports to
which I have referred have been studied
by the cosponsors of this bill for the past
6 or T months. Since last summer I and
members of my staff have been working
on this proposal, and we have had the
advice and counsel of prominent econ-
omists, persons who are experts in for-
eign trade matters, who have studied
most meticulously and carefully the
operations of Public Law 480.

The bill which I have introduced today,
on behalf of myself and other Senators,
was the product as was indicated earlier
not only of months, but ot years of study.

The National Planning Association, in
the reporf to which I referred a moment
ago, concluded that “our disposal pro-
grams have proved useful, and should be
continued with certain changes and
modifications.” The association de-
seribed our agricultural surpluses, as “an
asset of unique value which can be used
with - increasing effectiveness in the
achievement of our general foreign pol-
icies if only we recognize more fully the
real contribution they can make.”

Dr. John H. Davis reported, on the
basis of extensive investigation at home
and abroad, that: “Public Law 480 was
approved in general by all persons inter-
viewed, both American and foreign. It
contributes to economic development. It
is of political value to governments. Dif-
ficulties or objections reported were not
associated with a wish to end Public Law
480, but to improve it."”

Dr. Davis is a truly eminent public
servant who has worked for the Federal
Government on several ocecasions, both
in the Department of State and in the
Department of Agriculture. He is one
of the most highly respected of the ex-
perts who have given of their time and
talent to our country.

Mr. Dayvis also stated:

Four years' experience in Public Law 480
operations has demonstrated that U.S. food
and fiber can be used as a positive force in
international relations. Of necessity, Public
Law 480 operations thus far have been ex-
perimental in nature—

I repeat the words “experimental in
nature”—
because little precedent existed to serve as

a guide. As would be expected under such
circumstance, the program that has evolved
has both strong points and weaknesses.
Those responsible for the operations de-
serve much credit for having made the pro-
gram as good as it is. The sirong points
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predominate. Nevertheless, the prospect of
continuing a large Public Law 480 type pro-
gram for another 5 years or more makes
it important that the U.S. Government rem-
edy the weak points in Public Law 480 op-
erations. To do this, these operations must
be reconciled and synchronized with over-
all agricultural and foreign policies.

Mr. Robert L. Berenson, Mr. William
M. Bristol, and Mr. Ralph I. Strauss
concluded in their report to the Director
of the International Cooperation Ad-
ministration that Public Law 480 is a
valuable tool in fighting the cold war
and in assisting our friends and the un-
committed nations, but that it would be
even more valuable if needed modifica-
tions were made.

I wish to underscore what these three
distinguished men have said, namely,
that Public Law 480 could be even more
valuable if needed modifications were
made. This is the conclusion of all per-
sons and groups who have studied the
operation of Public Law 480.

Mr. President, the changes, modifica-
tions and adjustments proposed in the
bill known as the international Food for
Peace Act are the modifications and the
changes which have been recommended
by those who have studied the opera-
tions of this program in an objective
and unbiased manner.

In my report to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry it is stated that
Public Law 480 “is a valuable instrument
of our foreign economic policy, con-
tributing significantly to our foreign
policy objectives and making more ef-
fective use of an abundant American
resource as a force for freedom.”

The report also analyzes in detail the
changes needed to make it more effective.

A number of amendments have been
added to Public Law 480 in its several
passages through the Congress, most of
them concerning the use of local cur-
rencies accruing from sales of agricul-
tural commodities under title I. Also,
several amendments have been designed
to bring about remedies for a few of the
many glaring deficiencies and inade-
quacies in the administration of the law.
However, at no time since its original
passage has the Congress taken full ac-
count of the many proposals for changes
and extensions growing out of experi-
ence in operations and out of changing
world needs, or made any comprehensive
effort to require that in administering the
law the Executive shall carry out the true
intent of Congress.

The time has now come—after 5 years
of Public Law 480 operations—for
strengthening the program by correcting
its deficiencies and inadequacies. That
is the purpose of the “Food for Peace
Act” which I today submit for the serious
consideration of the Senate—and I trust
for affirmative action.

SPIRIT AND PURPOSE OF PROPOSED LAW

The first and by far the most impor-
tant thing we should seek to do in re-
vising Public Law 480 and transforming
it into a Food for Peace Act is to make
clear, emphatically, precisely, and be-
yond all question, the overriding pur-
poses of the act, for virtually all the past
shortcomings of Public Law 480 opera-
tions have proceeded from differing and



6126

conflicting conceptions as to what those
purposes are.

Let us get to the heart of the matter.
Are we carrying on a surplus disposal
program, Or are we calrying on a pro-
gram for using U.S. agricultural sur-
pluses positively and constructively in
the world for the relief of human hunger,
for promoting economic and social de-
velopment in less developed countries,
and for serving the foreign policy of the
United States by helping to build essen-
tial world conditions of peace?

Surplus disposal. To use the term is
to insult that half of the people of the
world who live in hunger, hopelessness,
and despair. Amerieca’s abundance of
food and fiber is a God-given blessing, a
tremendous asset to be used to build life
and hope, and happiness, a powerful
potential asset in the world’s struggle
for peace and freedom. Yet, the Presi-
dent’s top policy committee which co-
ordinates Public Law 480 operations is
called the Interagency Committee on
Agricultural Surplus Disposal, and there
is also an Interagency Staff Committee
on Surplus Disposal.

The use of the term itself suggests a
great deal of what is wrong with the
operations under Public Law 480. It is
evidence of the negative attitudes of too
many of our public officials who have
persistently downgraded the worth of
our great food resources and thereby
cheapened the spirit behind our willing-
ness to share our abundance. Such at-
titudes have weakened our bargaining
power in negotiating agreements, have
generated irritation and ill will in the
very countries that need help, and have
tended to make the American farmer an
object of charity rather than honor him
as a producer of wealth at home and
abroad. There has been too much of
apology and not enough of gratitude on
the part of our own officials for our
agricultural bounty; and this has con-
tributed in a most important manner
to the lack of public appreciation at
home and abroad of the tremendous
contribution American agriculture is
making and can make toward peace and
freedom.

The negative attitude of surplus dis-
posal, existing in far too many of our
Government offices, is basically respon-
sible for chaotic Public Law 480 admin-
istration machinery and proceduras;
it is basically responsible for the long
delays, the irritation, and the ill will
which too often attend, quite unneces-
sarily, the negotiation and carrying out
of agreements; and it limits and can-
cels out far too much of the good that
could otherwise be accomplished.

I do not desire to be ungenerous in
this matter. It is possible to understand
the origins of these negative attitudes
without approving of their persistence.
There are some who have no patience
or true interest in Public Law 480 op-
erations because they disapprove of
Government acquisition of agricultural
surpluses, and others because they dis-
approve of surpluses per se and seek to
cut back production. I do not propose
to challenge their views on surpluses
today. It is enough to say now that
large surpluses do exist; that the Gov-
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ernment has been acquiring large sur-
plus stocks, and that it is likely to con-
tinue to acquire them in the future.

We are faced with a fact, not a theory,
and, this being the case, it would seem
to be incumbent upon all reasonable
men to see to it that surplus stocks are
used in the most effective and construc-
tive ways possible to further American
foreign policy.

Negative attitudes on the part of some
persons result more from inattention
and thoughtlessness than from design.
As I have already indicated, the orig-
inal Public Law 480 was probably sup-
ported by more Members of Congress
who conceived of it as surplus disposal
than by Members who understood fully
its constructive potentialities. But at
that time we did not know what we since
have learned, namely, that our agricul-
tural surpluses are a powerful instru-
ment for promoting welfare, peace, and
freedom on a world scale. Year after
year I have seen attitudes change on
the Hill. Year after year we have im-
proved and widened and extended Pub-
lic Law 480, with growing comprehen-
sion of its possibilities. Year after year
we have tried to convey our growing
comprehension to the executive branch,
as well as our sense of frustration over
its failure to push ahead to realize that
potential and administer Public Law
480 with boldness and imagination.

We have made some progress, but we
have not made enough.

For these reasons, I am proposing that
the revised Public Law 480 be known
as the Food for Peace Act; that its
statement of purposes be expressed in
terms that none can misunderstand, and
that that statement be amplified in a
preamble which I have included.

I propose a preamble reading as fol-
lows:

PREAMELE

(a) A new fact of history of which full
account must now be taken is that be-
cause of the increased productivity made
possible by science and technology, there
is no reason of physical scarcity for the
continued existence of hunger—anywhere on
this earth. It is now possible and practi-
cable for mankind to take cooperative steps
to abolish human hunger.

This being so, massive hunger and suffer-
ing from want of clothing, existing in the
world in the shadow of unused present and
potential surpluses of food and fiber, are
no longer tolerable, morally, or politically,
or economically.

The Congress, while recognizing the diffi-
cult political and economic problems that
lie between hunger and want of clothing
in many parts of the world and food and
fiber surpluses in others, declares it to be
the policy of the United States to move
as rapidly as possible in cooperation with
other friendly nations, toward pufting sur-
pluses of food and fiber more effectively in
the service of human need.

(b) A second new fact of history of which
full account must be taken is that peoples
who comprise one-third of the human race
have in our generation achieved national in-
dependence (or are in the process of doing
s0) and now, free of outside control, whether
colonial or imperialist or Communist, are
in full revolt agslnst the poverty, 131:1018.1103.
disease, inferior status, and lack of oppor-
tunity which have always been their lot.
They are determined to achieve rapidly that
economic and social develupment necessary
to natlional dignity and individual well-
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being. To mobilize their resources with rea-
sonable speed and develop their economies to
a point where they are self-propelled and
self-sustaining they require substantial out-
side aid over a considerable period of years.
If that aid is adequately forthcoming from
the free world, they have a good chance to
accomplish their purposes in freedom, re-
maining a part of the free world and con-
tributing to its strength and well-being. If
it is not forthcoming, their alternative is to
seek it in the Communist world, and in
the process to surrender both personal and
national freedom and to weaken the free
world.

(¢) Deeply aware of and sympathetic with
the aspirations of the world's peoples who
seek in freedom greater national dignity and
individual well-being, the Congress declares
it to be the policy of the United States to
help them achleve these aspirations through
rapid economiec and social development. The
Congress recognizes that for this purpose a
number of differant kinds of ald are required,
but that among them food and fiber aid,
through grant or through sale for local cur-
rencies, a portion of the local currencies
being, in turn, loaned or granted as develop-
ment ald, is a highly important form and one
whose effectiveness can be greatly increased.
The Congress declares that the agricultural
abundance of the United States is not an
embarrassment but a blessing to be used
in the service of mankind, that it should
be so used to the maximum extent possible,
and that if it is s0 used it can help build
essential conditions of world peace and
freedom.

(d) To achieve these larger purposes, the
Congress directs that this act shall be ad-
ministered (1) so as to help other countries
carry forward their own national or regional
plans for development in freedom and inde-
pendence; (2) so as to support the efforts
and programs of the United Nations, its spe-
cialized agencies and affiliated organizations,
and regional organizations of friendly coun-
tries, directed toward the same ends; (3)
so as to leave wide latitude in working out
details of national agreements and projects
to U.S. chiefs of missions in negotiations
with the governments concerned; (4) so as
to enlist the cooperation of other countries
in putting agricultural surpluses more ef-
fectively in the service of human need and
the economic and social development of less
developed countries.

(e) It is also declared to be the policy of
the Congress to expand international trade
among the United States and friendly na-
tions, to facilitate the convertibility of cur-
rency, to promote the economic stability of
American agriculture, and the national wel~
fare, to make maximum efficient use of sur-
plus agricultural commodities in furtherance
of the foreign policy of the United States,
and to stimulate and facilitate the expansion
of foreign trade in agricultural commodities
produced in the United States by providing
a means whereby surplus agricultural com-
modities in excess of the usual marketings
of such commodities may be sold through
private trade channels, and foreign curren-
cies accepted in payment thereof. It is fur-
ther the policy to use foreign currencies
which accrue to the United States under this
act to expand international trade, to en-
courage economic development, to purchase
strategic materials, to pay U.S. obligations
abroad, to promote collective strength, and
to foster in other ways the forelgn policy of
the United States.

SCOPE AND DURATION OF FOOD FOR PEACE ACT

The original Public Law 480 passed in
1954 was a l-year authorization which,
even among its supporters in Congress,
was widely considered to be a means of
dealing with temporary surplus stocks
held by the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion. And without effective challenge to
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that assumption, it has been reenacted
each year on an annual basis.

Meanwhile, several things have been
happening:

First. Our agricultural surpluses have
not been decreasing, but increasing.

Second. We are comprehending more
fully the fantastic productive potentiali-
ties of American agriculture due to the
increasing application of science and
technology.

Third. The morality of cutting back
production arbitrarily while half the
world suffers from the misery of hunger
has come increasingly into question.
More and more the American farmer and
the American people as a whole have
come to realize that the abundance of
our farms is a blessing to be used for
humanity's sake rather than as an em-
barrassing nuisance.

Fourth. The success of Public Law 480
operations, notwithstanding obvious de-
ficiencies in administration, has far ex-
ceeded even our hopes of 5 years ago. We
have learned, by doing, many of the ways
in which food and fiber can be used to
build the conditions of peace, and we now
see ahead even greater possibilities for
good, provided the law is altered to make
them possible.

All who have studied Public Law 480
operations, and most of those who have
been associated with those operations,
agree that the temporary, annual basis
of program operations seriously restricts
both the volume of American food and
fiber that can be used for constructive
purposes abroad and the eflfectiveness
with whieh it can be used to promote
economic and social development in
friendly nations. They all agree in the
emphatic recommendation that the au-
thorization forour programs be extended
to cover a period of at least 5 years
ahead. With American food and fiber
supplies available to them only on a 1-
year basis, countries living on the mar-
gin of their resources, and planning their
use ahead, do not know what they can
count on, with the result that their sta-
bility is unnecessarily brought into ques-
tion and their development impeded.

It is impossible, for reasons of time,
to enter here into a detailed discussion
of the host of reasons, mostly technical
in nature, discovered through experience,
why b5-year program authorization is
necessary. They will, I trust, be dis-
cussed in subsequent hearings and de-
bate. But I can assure you, Senators,
that they are compelling.

Every one who has studied this pro-
gram finds. it urgently necessary. For
example, the basic findings of the John
H. Davis report to the Department of
State on policy considerations pertain-
ing to Public Law 480 stated as follows:

The following estimates of U.S. surpluses
and of food-fiber need in low-income coun-
tries provide the basis for expecting that a
Public Law 480-type program will be in op-
eration for at least 5 more years:

1. From $10 to $13 billion of U.S, farm
commodities are almost certain to exist in
excess of requirements for domestic use and
foreign dollar sales during the next § years,
according to USDA estimates. This is a con-
servative figure, based on the assumption
that more far-reaching measures than those
now in operation will be adopted to bring
supply and demand forces into balance.
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2. USDA and ICA estimates indicate that
from $10 to $13 billion of U.S. farm com-
modities can be distributed through Public
Law 480-type operations during the next 5
years, without seriously interfering with
regular commercial trade.

I am therefore proposing in the Food
for Peace Act a 5-year program, and
an authorization of $10 billion over the
5 years of sales for local currencies un-
der title I. The present authorization
for sales under title I is at the rate of
$1' billion a year. It is only reason-
able to expect that with more efficient
administration on a 5-year basis an an-
nual rate of $2 billion a year is not in
any way excessive.

I want the record to show that every
year we spend $1 billion merely for stor-
age. I repeat this, because I want
it seared into the mind and heart of
every Member of Congress and every
citizen of this country. We must choose
whether we want to cut down the stor-
age costs or keep them up. One way to
cut them down is to utilize the food
abundance which we have in the con-
structive manner which is being herein
outlined. I believe that Members of
Congress would have a difficult time ex-
plaining to their constituents why we
continue to pay $1 billion or more a
year merely to store food, when we
could be reducing the storage costs and
using the same food for our purposes of
international policy and national se-
curity, and for humanitarian reasons.

ADMINISTRATIVE MACHINERY

It is a remarkable and shameful fact
that no one is really in charge of the
store that sells or otherwise distributes
billions of dollars worth of surplus agri-
cultural commodities. There is literally
no one in high authority in the entire
Government who devotes his full time to
the administration of Public Law 480.

By Executive order of the President,
the administration of Public Law 480 is
in the hands of nine agencies of Govern-
ment coordinated by two inferagency
committees.

Here is a program which averages ap-
proximately $1!% billion a year. No one
is in charge, because of the nature of the
Executive order which outlines its ad-
ministration. There are nine separate
agencies involved in the handling of Pub-
lic Law 480 operations. There are two
interagency committees. The Interna-
tional Cooperation Administration, the
State Department, the Treasury Depart-
ment, the Department of Agriculture, the
Department of Defense, and other agen-
cies are all involved in the administra-
tion of the act. I can think of no busi-
ness in the world that could be well
operated with nine separate bosses and
two coordinating committees in charge—
if we can call that being in charge. What
we are attempting to do is to correct an
administrative jungle.

In distributing authority among these
agencies the President assigned to the
several departments and agencies those
aspects of Public Law 480 which are re-
lated to the type of work they normally
carry on. The result is divided respon-
sibility, overlapping authority, clashing
points of view—with many bosses, with
loose committee coordination, but with
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no one guiding hand with authority and
power to act decisively.

Policy decisions are made by a six-
agency committee chaired by a member
of the White House staff. This body is
called the Interagency Committee for
Surplus Disposal. Its Chairman is Mr.
Clarence Francis. Member agencies are
the Departments of Agriculture, Com-
merce, Treasury, State; International
Cooperation Administration; and the
Bureau of the Budget.

Operational decisions are made by a
nine-agency committee chaired by a
representative of the Department of
Agriculture. This body is called the In-
teragency Staff Committee. It is headed
by the Director of the Department of
Agriculture’s Foreign Agriculture Serv-
ice. Other member agencies are the De-
partments of State, Commerce, Defense,
Treasury, International Cooperation Ad-
ministration, Office of Civilian and De-
fense Mobilization, Bureau of the Budget,
and the U.S. Information Agency.

As head of the Interagency Staff Com-
mittee, the Department of Agriculture
is responsible for initiating agreements
for sale of surpluses for foreign curren-
cies, for seeing that these agreements are
pushed through and getting the com-
modities delivered. The Secretary of
Agriculture is also directed to arrange
barter transactions through private
trade channels.

Though the Department of Agricul-
ture is responsible for inifiating agree-
ments, the State Department has final
authority in all matters concerning for-
eign policy, including negotiations for
agreements, and has, in effect, veto power
over the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
The State Department is also responsi-
ble for handling the international edu-
cational exchange program, financed in
part under Public Law 480.

The International Cooperation Ad-
ministration has charge of foreign cur-
rency loans for economic development as
a result of Public Law 480 sales, for gov-
ernment-to-government disaster relief
grants, and for donations of food and
fiber distributed by U.S. voluntary relief
agencies functioning overseas.

The Bureau of the Budget is responsi-
ble for making allocations of the foreign
currencies acquired through sale of food
and fiber, and apportioning the curren-
cies to the agencies in Washington which
carry out the programs.

The Treasury Department handles
regulations governing purchases, cus-
tody, deposit, transfer, and sale of for-
eign currencies.

The Office of Civilian and Defense
Mobilization selects the strategic ma-
terials to be purchased with food sur-
pluses or currencies obtained from sale
of surpluses. The General Services Ad-
ministration acts as agent for OCDM
in the purchasing and handling of
strategic materials under the program.

The Department of Defense uses local
currencies from the program for pur-
chase of military equipment, materials,
and facilities such as housing.

The U.S. Information Agency is in
charge of publicizing Public Law 480
activities abroad.
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With functions thus distributed, with
authority overlapping and conflicting,
and with no single high officer having
the authority to cut through the ad-
ministrative jungle, the negotiation of
agreements for the sale or use of our
surplus agricultural commodities is fre-
guently by a long, complex, and tedious
process.

Despite these almost inecredible diffi-
culties, a great deal of good has been
accomplished, That is primarily because
of the dedication of some of the men
who have handled this program in the
Department of Agriculture and in the
State Department. I know these men,
and I wish fto pay them a sincere trib-
ute. I have in mind Ray Ioanes, who
has been a tower of strength, and other
men like him.

Without guidance on larger objectives
and too often restricted by a narrow
view and a negative attitude, the De-
partment of Agriculture drafts not only
a proposed sales agreement but also a
detailed advisory paper for the conduct
of negotiations with the foreign coun-
try. This paper is prepared for the
guidance of our ambassador. These ad-
visory papers must run the gauntlet of
the Interagency Staff Committee on Sur-
plus Disposal which usually insists upon
unanimous agreement, Frequently 6 or
8 months of a fiscal year are consumed
before our Chiefs of Mission abroad re-
ceive the necessary authority and in-
structions for negotiating an agreement.

Moreover, the instructions which he
receives are usually so explicit and de-
tailed as to leave him little if any room
for maneuver or negotiation, with the
result that he is obliged to consult Wash-
ington on every change requested by
the other negotiating country. By the
time the agreement is finally consum-
mated there may remain only 2 or 3
months of financial authority, under
annual extensions of Public Law 480, in
which to make shipments and carry out
the terms of the agreement.

Virtually all who have studied or been
associated with Public Law 480 opera-
tions agree that there is urgent need to
give strong and authoritative central di-
rection to the program and to tighten up
administrative machinery and proce-
dures so as to make possible more rapid
and effective progress toward agreed
goals. During World War II the Pres-
ident, recognizing the importance of
agriculture to the Nation’s war objec-
tives, created a War Food Administra-
tion separate and distinct from the De-
partment of Agriculture. Today, the
need is no less for a Peace Food Admin-
istration to make the most constructive
possible use of our agriculture as a force
for peace and freedom.,

Accordingly, in the bill I present today
I am proposing the establishment of a
Peace Food Administration directly
under the President, headed by a Peace
Food Administrator who shall have suffi-
cient authority to pull together the now
widely dispersed operations under Pub-
lic Law 480, give them central direction,
and weld them into an efficient team
moving purposefully toward the program
objectives set by Congress. It will be
possible for Congress to hold one office
responsible, instead of the present im-
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possible task of tracking down admin-
istration through the existing adminis-
trative jungle,

I say most respectfully and charitably
to my colleagues that if they do not be-
lieve that is a real task, they should try
it for size. It is the kind of sleuthing
job which even the FBI might wish to
take another look at in terms of whether
it would be willing to undertake the oper-
ation. Itisnot that the men who handle
the program are not trying to do a good
job, for they are trying to do so, I have
nothing but praise for the men who are
attempting to carry out the purposes of
the law as presently written.

What I am concerned about is that for
some peculiar reason, in the handling of
Public Law 480, we have become the vic-
tim of an administrative establishment
which by its nature weakens or limits the
effectiveness of the program. I see no
reason why the Government of the
United States should be choked to death
by committees. I see no reason why the
operation of the program should be
stifled by a host of agencies and bureaus
and interagency committees and staff
committees. It seems to me that we
ought to maximize the operations of the
program and try to make it as efficient as
possible. This is the purpose of the
administrative proposals which are now
being made.

I am proposing not only that the ad-
ministration of Public Law 480 be placed
under the new Peace Food Administra-
tor, but also section 402 of the Mutual
Security Act.

Operations are similar and overlap-
ping, and study has shown that much
would be gained by coordinating them.

I am also proposing that an inter-
agency Food Peace Policy Committee
be created at the Assistant Secretary
level to advise and consult with the
Peace Food Administrator, and also a
Peace Food Advisory Committee made
up of nongovernmental representatives
of each of the major farm organiza-
tions, food and fiber exporters, repre-
sentatives of voluntary relief agencies
such as CARE and church groups, and
representatives of voluntary health
groups.

We are confronted by one of the
gravest challenges and brightest oppor-
tunities in all history, and the use of our
agricultural surpluses can be a powerful
instrument in helping meet the chal-
lenge and realize the opportunity. It is
imperative that administration be so or-
ganized as to make most effective use of
that instrument,

NEW TITLES

In the proposed Food for Peace Act
which I submit to you today there are
four new titles in addition to the three
now in Public Law 480. One concerns
administrative machinery which I have
already described. I shall now comment
briefly upon the other three which
would authorize new activities which it
is believed woud be useful in accomplish-
ing the purposes of the act.

LOAN PROGRAMN

One of these is a new title IV. Public
Law 480 at present authorizes sales of
surplus agricultural commodities for lo-
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cal currencies, barter for strategic ma-
terials, and under certain circumstances
for grants. However, it has become in-
creasingly clear that the program would
be improved by the addition of authority
to make long-term low-interest loans,
with deferred payment of interest and
principal, to cover purchases of surplus
agricultural commodities.

Title IV would provide an additional
channel of assistance to developing na-
tions, which in some cases might supple-
ment or be preferable to other methods
authorized under this act.

This title authorizes 10-year contracts
for the delivery of surplus commodities
to friendly nations with credit terms of
up to 40 years.

Many countries throughout the world
are now engaged in, or entering upon,
intensive efforts to develop industry,
transportation, electric power, and other
similar aspects of their economies.
When countries enter upon such periods
of intensive industrial development, agri-
cultural production nearly always fails
to keep up with domestic demand. This
develops because capital and other re-
sources that are concentrated on indus-
trial development are most frequently
withdrawn from agriculture, and at the
same time that industrial and commer-
cial development takes place, rising con-
sumer income creates a larger demand
for agricultural commodities.

A country in this situation needs a
source of agricultural commodities on
which they can depend during their pe-
riod of economic development. Their
development plans need to be made with
full assurance that adequate supplies of
food and fiber will be available.

Therefore, this section provides that
the President may enter into agreements
with friendly nations to deliver annually
certain quantities of wheat, rice, cotton,
feed grains, or tobacco, or other surplus
agricultural commodities as may become
available, for periods of not more than
10 years. Payments for these commodi-
ties shall be made in dollars or in serv-
ices or in materials which the United
States does not produce domestically in
quantities sufficient for our needs. Pay-
ment may be made over a period of time
not to exceed 40 years from the date of
the last delivery of commodities under
the agreement, and interest of not more
than 215 percent per year shall be com-
puted from the date of final delivery.

In making such arrangements, it will
be agreed that these commodities will
not replace any usual imports from
friendly nations, but shall be in addition
to these imports.

NATIONAL FOOD RESERVES AND RELIEF OF

CHRONIC HUNGER

A second new title—title V—would au-
thorize grants of surplus foods, under
agreements with friendly countries
having chronic or recurring food deficits
or widespread malnutrition, for the pur-
pose first, of enabling them to build up
and maintain minimum national food
reserves; and second, for inaugurating
or expanding—with the assistance of
FAO technicians and administrators—
programs to relieve chronic hunger and
malnutrition due to poverty and ignor-
ance,
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The subject of food reserve stocks in
deficit countries or areas has been
studied and discussed intensively for
many years in the United Nations, in
the United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization, and in many individual
countries, including our own. Without
adequate food reserves, countries that
suffer widely fluctuating crops due to
drought or flood, that are remote from
the world supplies, and that in any case
live on the margin of hunger and their
national financial resources, are fre-
quently at the mercy both of the weather
and food speculators. The result is
frequently, therefore, that the people—
quite unnecessarily—suffer misery and
death due to sudden famine, before
famine relief can arrive, or want due to
merciless price gouging.

That the maintenance of minimum
food reserves at the proper places is
desperately needed, there is no question.
The problem is how to do it.

Over the years there have been a
number of proposals for the establish-
ment of an international food reserve
or world food bank, and these have
received the most serious world study
and consideration. However, the con-
clusion was reached in the United Na-
tions Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion that given the present stage of
our knowledge and experience, the tech-
nical and political obstacles to the es-
tablishment and operation of an inter-
national food reserve were almost in-
surmountable, and that instead inter-
national cooperation to establish and
maintain national food reserves in food
deficit countries was practical and de-
sirable. Accordingly, at the 1957 session
of the United Nations General Assem-
bly I, as a member of the U.S. delegation,
introduced on behalf of the U.S. Gov-
ernment a resolution calling for inter-
national cooperation in the establish-
ment of national food reserves and for
building the necessary storage facilities.
This resolution was adopted I believe
unanimously. It was supported by the
U.S. Government, obviously; otherwise,
as a delegate of the U.S. Government to
the United Nations, I could not have
offered it.

The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD contains
information relating to the resolution
and the action of our Government. I
recall that a statement relating to it was
placed in the REecorp, first, by the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Iowa
[Mr, MarTIN], and then I placed in the
Recorp the exact text of the message of
the U.S. Government which it was my
privilege to deliver as a delegate to the
United Nations in 1957.

Since then the administration has
made no move whatever that I have been
able to discover to implement its own
resolution passed by the United Nations
General Assembly.

While there is no excuse for complete
inaction, in all fairness it must be said
that the administration did not have all
of the tools it needed with which to do
the job. The financial limitations of the
countries which need to build up national
food reserves are such that the United
Nations Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion has concluded as a practical matter
that such reserves can be built up only
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through grants from surplus producing
countries rather than through pur-
chases—either for hard currencies or
local currencies. Also needed are grants
of food surpluses which can be sold to
provide the money necessary to build
adequate storage facilities.

There are other difficulties. The
storage and management of substantial
food reserves is a highly technical opera-
tion, demanding skills and experience
which are in short supply in the needy
countries. Moreover, there is some
danger that, without a high degree of
technical competence and administra-
tive diligence, national reserves, once
built up, might either be depleted or
used in ways deleterious to normal com-
mereial trade.

These are the reasons, then, for the
new title V in the Food for Peace Act
which I have foday introduced in the
Senaite.

Under this title, the President is au-
thorized and directed to negotiate agree-
ments with friendly nations or organiza-
tions of friendly nations to provide for
the grant of specified amounts of CCC
holdings of surplus commodities in order
to implement the 1957 United Nations
resolution, which I have already de-
scribed. The President is directed to
seek and secure commitments from the
countries receiving grants for this pur-
pose, to maintain national food reserves
at agreed levels, making replacements
in such reserves, when necessary, either
through commercial purchases or pur-
chases with local currencies from the
United States under title I, except that
in the case of depletion as a result of
famine or disaster the President is au-
thorized to make grants under title II
to build the reserves back to the agreed
level. The President is also directed to
seek and secure commitments that ex-
perts and technicians of the United Na-
tions Food and Agriculture Organization
shall be engaged to consult and advise
on the technical problems of storage and
management of national food reserves,
and upon the general operation of the
national food reserves, with a view to as-
suring that they shall not interfere with
the normal trade of the United States or
that of other exporters.

A second part of the proposed new
title V authorized the President to nego-
tiate agreements with other countries
under which U.S. agricultural surpluses
would be made available on a grant basis
to aid those countries in inaugurating
or expanding—with the assistance of
food and agriculture organization tech-
nicians and administrators—programs
to relieve chronic hunger and malnutri-
tion. This authority, it seems to me, is
a highly important addition. Under the
present law, grants are available for this
purpose to United States voluntary
agencies, but their scope of action is
necessarily limited.

Furthermore, many countries do not
have the technicians and administrators
necessary to inaugurate or expand pro-
grams for seeking out hidden hunger and
ministering to it. The new authority in
title V would make it possible for these
countries to engage Food and Agricul-
ture Organization technicians and ad-
ministrators to help them carry on pro-
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grams to relieve chronie hunger and mal-

nutrition, If we really want to use

American food surpluses to help relieve

hunger and misery that otherwise go un-

remedied, this is one of the important
ways to do it.

TUSE OF REPAYMENTS OF INTEREST AND PRINCIPAL
ON LOCAL CURRENCY LOANS FOR RESEARCH,
EDUCATION, HEALTH, AND PUBLIC WELFARE
The last of the new titles to be dis-

cussed is title VI, which I am sure will
arouse intense interest and debate, for
it faces up to the problem, hitherto ne-
glected in legislation, of what shall be
done with the local currencies which are
beginning to accumulate as a result of
the payment of interest and repayment
of principal on local currency loans made
under title I. Public Law 480 has heen
silent on this point, but all who have
studied or thought deeply about the pro-
grams conducted under this law have
recognized that sooner or later the law
would have to speak. Now is the time,
because the interest and principal re-
payments are beginning to flow in and
will in time become a very serious prob-
lem.

Looking ahead, Mr. James H. Smith,
Director of the International Coopera-
tion Administration, last year appointed
three outstanding American business-
men, whose names I have already men-
tioned today, to make an exhaustive fieid
survey of this problem. This they did,
and on August 5, 1958, they made a re-
port to him entitled “Accumulation and
Administration of Local Currencies,”
which I shall refer to hereafter as the
Berenson-Bristol-Strauss reporf. The
report deals with accumulations in gen-
eral, and only in part with accumula-
tions resulting from repayment of prin-
cipal and interest on local currency loans.
In drafting the new title VI of the Food
for Peace Act I have drawn heavily upon
their report.

As of December 31, 1958, agreements
under title I had been signed with 36
countries covering purchases of our sur-
plus agricultural commodities having a
market value of $3,323 million, repay-
able in local currencies or dollars. In
fact, virtually all repayments will be in
local currencies. Of this amount,
roughly half is scheduled to be loaned
back to the governments concerned, and
loans totaling $327 million had actually
been made. In general, the loans are
for 40 years, with interest—if paid in
local currency—at 5 percent, prinicpal
repayments beginning after 3 years.

As is evident, the problem of what to
do with the local currency reflows is
only incipient, but it takes no imagi-
nation to see that in time, as the pro-
gram continues, it will become a very
serious problem indeed.

In seeking a solution, the first thing
to understand is that this local currency
is not in itself a resource or a commodity
but is merely a claim on the resources
of the country of its origin. Only a
small part of it is usable to pay for the
obligations of the United States, and
the remainder—the larger part—is not
subject to the unilateral control of the
United States but only in agreement
with the country concerned. It is use-
ful only in the country of origin.
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Our purpose being to help, not weaken,
these countries, there are serious dis=
advantages to our accumulating large
holding of their currencies. Depending
upon how they are used, they can bring
about deflation or inflation. No country
would long tolerate our possession of an
instrument which could control their
destiny. If we should acquire such con-
trol, we would offer the Communists
a stick with which to beat us over the
head unmercifully.

There is no doubt whatever that we
must not acquire large holdings of thzase
foreign currencies, but that we must
put them to work in the only places
where they can work, and that is in
the countries of their origin. But how?
Assuming that continuation of Public
Law 480 sales will continue to provide
currencies which can be loaned for eco-
nomic development, the answer is that
local currency reflows can best be used
as grants for non-profit-making but
socially useful enterprises such as re-
search, health, education, and public
welfare.

It has long been recognized that ill-
health, malnutrition, and a low level of
education, both general education and
vocational education, are basic impedi-
ments to economic development. Here,
then, is an opportunity to help fill one
of the necessary gaps and round out our
food for peace program.

In the Davis report, the National
Planning Association study, and the Ber-
enson-Bristol-Strauss report a strong
case is made for grants of local curren-
cies for research, health, education, and
public welfare, and in the latter a very
strong case is made for the administra-
tion of such grant funds by binational
foundations established through agree-
ment between governments, but operat-
ing in a semi-independent manner.

In the proposed title VI their recom-
mendation is adopted for reflow of funds.

In title VI the President is authorized
to negotiate and carry out agreements
with friendly nations to provide for the
establishment in such countries of non-
profit binational foundations to promote
research, education, health, and public
welfare., Such foundations shall bhe
under the direction of boards of trustees,
the majority of whose members shall be
nationals of the host country appointed
by its government, and the remainder
shall be nationals of the United States
appointed by the President of the United
States. One of the U.S. members shall
be the U.S. Ambassador. The Board of
Trustees shall select the officers of the
Foundation. The Foundation shall have
freedom to use the funds available to
them either directly or through invest-
ment and use of the proceeds.

The President is authorized by the bill
to grant to such foundations, for the pur-
poses specified in this title, local curren-
cies which acerue to the United States as
repayments of principal and interest on
all local currency loans which have been
made by the U.S. Government in the
past under Public Law 480 or which may
be made in the future under the present
act.
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NEW USES FOR LOCAL CURRENCIES ACCRUING
FROM SALES UNDER TITLE I

Before concluding, I think it may be
useful to point out that in the Food for
Peace Act it is proposed to authorize a
number of new uses, in addition to those
already named in section 104 of title I
of Public Law 480, for local currencies
aceruing from sales.

One of these is for loans to promote
medical and scientific research, educa-
tional development, and health, and
education.

A second is for financing the dubbing,
showing, and distribution of audiovisual
informational and educational materials,
including Government materials abroad.

A third is for financing the services of
technicians, advisers, and administra-
tors who are citizens of any friendly
country and who may be needed to fur-
ther economic and social development
programs in other friendly countries.

Five new additions are designed to au-
thorize the use of local currencies, in
agreement with the countries concerned,
to permit, to buttress, and to extend so-
cial and economic development projects
and activities carried on in those coun-
tries by the United Nations and its spe-
cialized agencies and affiliated organiza-
tions: specifically, the United Nations
Special Fund, the United Nations Food
and Agriculture Organization, the Inter-
national Finance Corporation, and an
International Development Loan Asso-
ciation, if and when such may be estab-
lished as an affiliate of the World Bank
for the purpose of making long-term
loans, including local currency loans, for
economic development,.

To my mind, these five additions,
which will tend in some measure to in-
ternationalize the use of the foreign cur-
rencies accruing from Food for Peace
sales, are of the highest importance. I
cannot too often repeat that our food
and fiber surpluses are a powerful po-
tential instrument for the economic and
social development of the less developed
countries, and can give rise to exceed-
ingly extensive enterprises. However, if
we seek to confine this enterprise into
purely bilateral channels, with bilateral
controls, we shall not only limit it, but
we shall reap discord instead of good
will. The United States is strong and it
is wise. But it is neither strong enough
nor wise enough to bring about alone
that tremendous economic and social de-
velopment which is necessary and pos-
sible. For that, the combined efforts of
all nations are required, and I do not
doubt that in the years immediately
ahead we shall see a great burgeoning
of projects carried on by and through
international organizations. It is of the
utmost importance that we equip our-
selves to exert our efforts increasingly
through international agencies.

In this shrunken world, the growing
contrast between greatest wealth and di-
rect need warps our perspective, threat-
ens our survival, and offends our in-
stinets as brothers of all men.

Mr. President, it is imperative that our
people, privileged and anesthetized in the
illusory fortress of their good fortune,
notice the dawn rising even now in the
East—a dawn burdened with the historic
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resentments of 2 billion human beings
hungry and hopeless for countless mil-
leniums—a dawn, however, also fresh
with the radiance of unbounded oppor-
tunity.

Mr. President, let me emphasize that
this response to the cries of the hungry
abroad does not confiict in any way with
our responsibility to see that the hungry
and ill clad in this country are cared for.
We have not forgotien that we have chil-
dren here, too, who go to bed hungry at
night, that there are needy old people,
and people with earning power inade-
quate to their needs. Today more than
6 million Americans are dependent on
public funds for the food they eat.

Certainly, these demands must be met.
One first big step would be to use the laws
which are already on the books. The
Secretary of Agriculture has the author-
ity, and he has the funds—section 32
funds, which year after year he hoards,
and turns back to the Treasury—to help
these people. If he wished to accept his
full responsibility, the people unem-
ployed in West Virginia and EKentucky,
in Michigan and Mississippi, and in New
Jersey, Maine, and California, could
have food to eat,

Mr, President, I am delighted that yes-
terday it was my privilege to join with
the fine and able Senator from Missouri
{Mr. SyminceroNn] in presenting to the
Senate and to the Congress our food-
certificate plan and food-stamp plan to
take care of the needy in our own coun-
try. How the Congress or this admin-
istration could refuse to endorse such a
program would be beyond my compre-
hension.

I repeat that as we plan for the use
of our abundance of food in our inter-
national relations, let us think also of
how we can use our food abundance to
take care of those at home who are in
need. Indeed, charity begins at home;
and now we have provided the admin-
istrative machinery for the proper use
of food and fiber to relieve human suf-
fering both at home and abroad; and
we here in the Congress should respond
to the calls for help, to which I have
referred, by enacting a realistic food-
stamp plan bill that will, at a very small
cost, improve the diets and the lives of
millions of undernourished, and will do
this through the regular channels of
trade in a way that will bolster our econ-
omy. This will indeed be bread cast
upon the waters, for which we can see an
immediate return.

But strongly as I support wiser use
of our food abundance to feed our own
hungry, I am equally concerned about
feeding hungry people everywhere.

As 1 said at the beginning of my re-
marks, I think the American people are
eager, Mr. President, to redeem our
heritage and to restore our image.

I think we are ready to cast our bread
upon the waters, because we know that
is what we would want to have others
do for us, were we where they are now.
I think we are ready to acknowledge and
to rejoice in the fact that God, in the
ultimate of His wisdom, has made present
imperatives of ancient ethies.

Lately there have been times, Mr.
President, when it has not been easy to
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remember the authentic America—an
America grateful for her bounty, eager
to provide shelter to the needy, eager in
her generosity—an America whose
pocketbook is open, even if Communists
do not threaten; an America whose
schools are open, even if all her children
are not of the same shade; an America
whose heart is open to all men, in the
humility of her unique opportunity to
serve. That is the America that I love.

It is this America that asks patience
and understanding from her older
brothers across the sea, that finds wis-
dom in her heritage of diversity, and that
asks of others help in finding ways to be
of help to others.

And it is this America—too modest to
sense yet the power of her unleashed
conscience and energies—that must now
be roused to the opportunity of the ages;
the opportunity of a humanity working
together against privation and inequity,
and warmed in its labors by the love of
the Lord for all his creatures.

Mr. President, it is in that spirit and
in that philosophy that this proposed
legislation is introduced. To my mind,
so far as my work in these legislative
halls is concerned, this measure is the
most important and the most rewarding
of all my endeavors. I believe I speak
for the other Senators who have joined
me in sponsoring the measure when I
say that this proposed legislation repre-
sents the kind of constructive good, both
in terms of policy and in terms of ideals,
that all of us embrace.

FREE IMPORTATION OF ARTICLES
FOR EXHIBITION

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
business be temporarily laid aside, and
that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of Calendar No. 147, House bill 5508.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WiL-
LIAMS of New Jersey in the chair). The
bill will be read by title, for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LecistaTiveé CrLErRx. A bill (H.R.
5508) to provide for the free importation
of articles for exhibition at fairs, exhi-
bitions, or expositions, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection to the request of the Senator
from Washington.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. JACKSON, My, President, this
measure provides for permanent legisla-
tion permitting the free entry, under
bond, of imported articles for exhibition
or use at fairs designated by the Secre-
tary of Commerce. The passage of the
pending measure would avoid the neces-
sity of adopting special acts each year
to deal with individual fairs.

The bill was reported unanimously by
the Committee on Finance, and it passed
the House unanimously. It hasbeen ap-
proved by both sides of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

If there is no amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the third read-
ing of the bill.

. The bill was ordered to a third read-
ing, was read the third time, and passed.
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LABOR-MANAGEMENT REPORTING
AND DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1959

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1555) to provide for the
reporting and disclosure of certain
financial transactions and administra-
tive practices of labor organizations and
employers, to prevent abuses in the ad-
ministration of trusteeships by labor
organizations, to provide standards with
respect to the election of officers of labor
organizations, and for other purposes.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, yesterday
I offered an amendment to strike out
title VI of Senate bill 1555. I wish to
state the reasons why I offered that
amendment. If the amendment were
adopted, it would strike from the pend-
ing bill six nongermane amendments to
the Taft-Hartley Act.

I realize that there are certain nonger-
mane amendments to the Taft-Hartley
Act in the first title of the bill. It
would be my purpose to offer an addi-
tional amendment to strike those non-
germane amendments to the Taft-Hart-
ley Act from the first title of the bill in
the event my amendment striking title
VI from the bill should be adopted.

For 2 years I have served upon the
Senate Rackets Committee, which has
been presided over so ably and coura-
geously by a truly great American, Sena-
tor Joun L. McCLELLAN. This commit-
tee has investigated some 20 unions
which act as collective bargaining agents
for several million men and women em-
ployed in industries affecting interstate
commerce.

The testimony taken by the commit-
tee has shocked the conscience of the
Nation.

This is true because the testimony has
made it crystal clear that some or all of
the following have occurred upon fre-
quent occasions in some of the unions
investigated:

First. Union moneys in enormous
amounts have been converted to their
own use or that of their cronies by union
officers whose duty it was to safeguard
them.

Second. Union officers committing
such raids upon union treasuries have
destroyed union records to conceal their
financial misdeeds from union members,
income tax authorities, law enforcement
officers, and investigating committees.

Third. Union members have been de-
prived of any real voice in the election
of union officers or the management of
union affairs by dictatorial activities of
union officers, undemocratic regulations,
wanton abuse of the trustee process, and
even, on occasion, sheer terrorism,

Fourth. Persons convicted and sen-
tenced to prison for armed robbery, bur-
glary, extortion, and other infamous
crimes have been placed in positions of
authority over honest and law-abiding
union members shortly after their re-
lease from prison and before they had
brought “forth fruits meet for repent-
ance.”

Fifth. Union charters have been
granted to known racketeers and their
associates, who have used them as de-
vices to prey upon the public and help-
less workers compelled to earn their
bread in the sweat of their brows.
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Sixth. Union officers and agents of
employers have entered into conspiracies
resulting in sweetheart contracts or
other arrangements which constituted
betrayal of the union members by offi-
cers, who were supposed to represent
them.

The great majority of union officers
do not countenance or tolerate malprac-
tices of these types in the areas in which
they have the power to act. Neverthe-
less, the testimony taken by the Senate
Rackets Committee shows that such
malpractices are widespread in some seg-
ments of the union movement, and that
they will undoubtedly continue unless
they are outlawed by Congress. After
all, John Stuart Mill was right when he
said: “Laws and institutions require to
be adapted, not to good men, but to bad.”

For these reasons, there is a crying
need at this hour for congressional ac-
tion outlawing the malpractices I have
enumerated.

It is obvious that if Congress is to do
this, it must enact a statute regulating
to a limited extent the internal affairs
of unions.

Titles I to V, both inclusive, of S. 1555,
which is popularly known as the Ken-
nedy-Ervin bill, are well designed to out-
law the malpractices under serutiny. If
it should be enacted into law, the bill
would make union officers legally ac-
countable for safeguarding union money,
impose criminal penalties upon union
officers for willful misuse of union
moneys or the willful destruction of
union records, bar convicted felons from
holding union offices until they have
brought ‘“‘forth fruits meet for repent-
ance,” prohibit union officers from
arbitrarily using ‘he trustee process, and
from conniving with management to the
detriment of union members, and secure
to dues-paying union members both the
right and the power to select the officers
and control the affairs of their unions.

In laying stress upon the crying need
for legislation outlawing the malprac-
tices enumerated by me, and in pointing
out that the first five titles of S. 1555 are
well adapted to accomplish this purpose,
I do not overlook these two things: First,
that industry, labor, and the general
public are demanding various changes
in the Taft-Hartley Act, which was
adopted in 1947 to regulate external re-
lations between industry and labor; and,
second, that title VI of S. 1555 contains
what I have designated as certain
amendments to the Taft-Hartley Act
which not germane to the primary ob-
jective of the bill as set forth in its first
five titles. Indeed, I have been con-
vinced by my own study of the subject
and also by testimony presented to the
Senate Rackets Committee that it is
highly desirable for Congress to change
or clarify some of the provisions of the
Taft-Hartley Act, including those relat-
ing to organizational picketing and sec-
ondary boycotts.

While this is true, Congress should not
attempt to outlaw malpractices in the
internal affairs of unions and to amend
the Taft-Hartley Act in one operation
or in a single piece of legislation. On
the contrary, Congress should do these
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jobs one at a time.
Teasons:

First. Malpractices in the internal af-
fairs of unions and problems arising out
of the external relations of industry and
labor are quite dissimilar in nature, and
require quite different legislative treat-
ment. To combine the consideration of
such diverse matters is not conducive to
sound legislation because it tends to con-
fuse issues and distract legislators.

Second. The passage of needed legis-
lation to outlaw malpractices in the i%é
ternal affairs of unions ought not to
put in jeopardy by saddling such legisla-
tion with unrelated controversies be-
tween industry and labor respecting
nongermane provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act.

Third. The Taft-Hartley Act is an ex-
ceedingly important and intricate law
which should not be subjected to indis-
criminate amendment on the Senate
floor until the proposed changes in it
have been adequately studied by the ap-
propriate Senate committee.

For these reasons, I urge that the non-
germane amendments to the Taft-Hart-
ley Act embodied in title VI of S. 1555
be stricken out, and that the bill be thus
restricted to its primary objective: that
is, the outlawing of the malpractices in
the internal affairs of unions so clearly
revealed by the investigations of the Sen-
ate Rackets Committee.

Mr. President, I do not claim to be a
prophet or the son of a prophet; never-
theless, it is safe to make this predic-
tion: If the nongermane amendments to
the Taft-Hartley Act are stricken out,
S. 1555 will pass the Senate by a virtu-
ally unanimous vote with a minimum of
debate and delay, leaving the Senate free
to consider at a subsequent time in a
manner consistent with orderly legisla-
tive procedure all proposed changes in
the Taft-Hartley Act after those changes
have been adequately studied by the ap-
propriate Senate committee.

It is likewise safe to make this predic-
tion: If the nongermane amendment to
the Taft-Hartley Act are not stricken
out, their presence in S. 1555 will con-
stitute an invitation to every Senator to
offer upon the Senate floor as amend-
ments to the bill whatever changes in the
Taft-Hartley Act he deems desirable. As
a consequence, the Senate will be bogged
down for days on end in debate upon all
the controversial features of the Taft-
Hartley Act. This is likely to result
either in the defeat of S. 1555 or the man-
gling of the Taft-Hartley Act. Inftricate
legislation cannot be properly framed
amid heated debate upon a legislative
floor.

We cannot justify exposing the provi-
sions of the first five titles of 8. 1555 and
the Taft-Hartley Act to these alternative
perils. The perils are wholly unneces-
sary because they can be entirely avoided
in the first instance by the simple ex-
pedient of striking out title VI. Such
action should be taken by the Senate at
as early a moment as possible.

After this action is taken, the Senate
should reject all subsequent attempts to
write into S. 1555 any nongermane
changes in the Taft-Hartley Act and

This is so for these
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send the restricted bill without delay to
the House, whose concurrence in the
action of the Senate would make it rea-
sonably certain that union treasuries
will not be pillaged with impunity by
their custodians, that unrepentant con-
victed felons and racketeers will not be
given dominion over honest and law-
abiding union members, that dictatorial
union officers will not be allowed to rob
union members of their basic rights by
abuse of the trustee process, that cor-
rupt union officers will not be permitted
to connive with management to betray
the union members they represent, and
that union members will possess the
power as well as the right to exercise an
effective voice in the selection of the of-
ficers and the control of the affairs of
their unions.

Surely the investigations of the Sen-
ate Rackets Committee make it manifest
that this is a “consummation devoutly
to be wished.”

A study of Federal law will show that
industry has some substantial safe-
guards against any possible abuses of
the unions under the provisions of the
Taft-Hartley Act as it now exists, and
that the unions have some substantial
protection against abuses on the part of
industry under the Taft-Hartley Act as
it now exists; but a study of Federal
law and the investigations of the Senate
Rackets Committee make it crystal clear
that the rank and file of union members
have no protection of any kind against
dictatorial and corrupt officers of unions
or against the connivance of manage-
ment with a corrupt labor leader to de-
prive them of their rights.

The question which is before the Sen-
ate fundamentally is this: Shall the
Congress grant protection without delay
to the persons in this area of our na-
tional life who now have no protection,
or shall the Congress jeopardize the
right of these persons to protection at
the hands of our Government by indulg-
ing in a controversy concerning the
many controversial features of the Taft-
Hartley Act—a course of action which
will probably result not only in the
denial of any rights to those who now
have no protection but also in the
mangling of the Taft-Hartley Act itself.

The best way to avoid such a calamity
is to adopt my amendment and to con-
fine the pending bill to the regulation of
the internal affairs of unions so far as
such regulation is required to protect
the rights of their members, and at a
subsequent period to give the appropri-
ate committee an opportunity to bring
forth a bill providing any  desirable
changes in the Taft-Hartley Act under
such circumstances that the proposed
amendments can be considered in an
adequate manner, and thus free those
who are now without protection of the
danger that they will receive none af
the hands of Congress.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, April 16, 1959, he pre-
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sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:
S.144. An act to modify Reorganization

Plan No. IT of 1939 and Reorganization Plan
No. 2 of 1953; and

S.1096. An act to authorize appropriations
to the National Aeronautles and Space Ad-
ministration for salaries and expenses, re-
search and development, construction and
equipment, and for other purposes.

L ————————
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the wish of the Senate?

Mr. BEALL, Mr. President, I move
that the Senate stand in recess until 12
o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 29 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday,
April 17, 1959, at 12 o'clock meridian.
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TaursDAY, ApriL 16, 1959

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rev. Charles W. Holland, Jr., B.D,
Th.M., pastor, Fountain Memorial Bap-
tist Church, Washington, D.C., offered
the following prayer:

In the first book of the Bible 4: 9 we
read: and the Lord said unto Cain,
“Where is Abel thy brother?” and he said,
“I know not: Am I my brother’s keeper?”

Father-God, Creator of man, help each
Congress man and woman in this great
body to realize he is his brother's keeper.

As legislation is premeditated in the
minds of these servants of the people of
these United States, imprint, indelibly,
inerasably, inexpungibly, upon each per-
son as he works in this enclosure and the
confines of his office the fact that he is
his brother’'s keeper.

We feel, dear Heavenly Father, that if
this is kept before our thinking we will see
helpful, constructive legislation enacted.

Great Physician, if it is in Thy will,
lay Thy hand on the body of Mr. Dulles.

This request I make conscientiously
and sincerely in the name of my Lord.
Amen.,

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
McGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a joint resolution of the
House of the following title:

H.J, Res. 336. Joint resolution making a
supplemental appropriation for the Depart-
ment of Labor for the fiscal year 1959, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S.1455. An act to authorize the rental of
cotton acreage allotments.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
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House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing title:
85.1096. An act to authorize appropriations

to the National Aeronauties and Space Ad-
“ceedings under the call were dispensed

ministration for salaries and expenses, re-
search and development, construction and
equipment, and for other purposes,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA v.
THURMAN A. WHITESIDE ET AL.

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication:

APRIL 15, 1959.
The Honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives,

Sir: From the U.8. District Court for the
District of Columbia, I have received a
subpena duces tecum, directed to me as
Clerk of the House of Representatives, to
appear before said court as a witness in the
case of the United States v. Thurman A.
Whiteside, et al. (No. 856-58), and to bring
with me certain and sundry papers therein
described in the files of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

The rules and practice of the House of
Representatives indicates that the Clerk
may not, elther voluntarily or in obedience
to a subpena duces tecum, produce such
papers without the consent of the House
being first obtained. It is further indicated
that he may not supply copies of eertain
of the documents and papers requested
without consent.

The subpena in questlon is herewith, and
the matter is presented for such action as
the House in its wisdom may see fit to take.

Respectfully yours,
RaLPH R. ROBERTS,
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the subpena.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present,

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentle-
man withhold that so that I may offer a
resolution?

Mr. GROSS. No. Mr. Speaker, I in-
sist on my point of order.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 29]

Andersen, Holland Rhodes, Ariz,

Minn, Huddleston Rooney
Baring Eearns Rostenkowski
Baumhart Keogh Roush
Blatnik Eowalskl Santangelo
Bonner Meader Scott
Buckley Merrow Simpson, Pa.
Carnahan Miller, BSmith, Eans,
Cramer George P, Stubblefield
Daddario Mitchell Teague, Tex,
Davis, Tenn, Moeller Teller
Dent Monagan Tollefson
Diggs Moorhead Van Pelt
Downing Moulder Weis
Giaimo Multer Whitener
Gray Norblad Whitten
Griffin Norrell Williams
Harris Pilcher Wilson
Hechler Polk Winstead
Hoffman, I1.  Powell Wolf
Holifield Quigley

CV——-388
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The SPEAKER, On this rollcall 361

-Members have answered to their names,

a quorum.
By unanimous consent, further pro-

with.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA V.
THURMAN A. WHITESIDE ET AL.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the subpena.
The Clerk read as follows:

U.S. District COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA—UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 0.
THURMAN A. WHITESIDE, ET AL., DEFEND-
ANTs.—No. 856-58

To Ralph Roberts, Clerk, U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, D.C.:

You are hereby commanded to appear in
the U.S. District Court for the District of
Columbia at 3d and Constitution Avenue
NW., fourth floor, courtroom 8, in the city of
Washington, on the 20th day of April 1959,
at 9:45 o'clock a.m., to testify in the case of
United States v. Thurman A. Whiteside and
bring with you all records as per the attached
list.

A Summary of contents of Harrls com-
mittee files.

B. Fitzgerald memorandums
trust:

Fitzgerald memo re Foster trust negotia-
tions with Whiteside, March 9, 1958, and
telephone conversation with Whiteside
March 12, 19586.

Fitzgerald memo re Foster trust, March
28, 1956.

Fitzgerald memo of Foster trust settle-
ment.

C. Harris committee correspondence:

Anderson-Harris letter, February 7, 1958.

Katzentine-Moulder letter, July 24, 1957.

EKefauver-Moulder, June 28, 1957.

Eefauver-Moulder, June 28, 1957.

Kefauver-Harris letter, February 26, 1858.

Kefauver-Harris letter, March 10, 1958,

Mack-Moulder letter, February 8, 1958.

Magnuson-Harris letter, March 5, 1058.

Schoeppel-Harris letter, March 5, 1958.

Scott-Harrls letter, February 9, 1958.

Smathers-Harris letter, March 5, 1958.

Steinmeyer-Harris letter, February 27,
1858, with enclosure of papers relating to
real estate transaction of Steinmeyer and
Mack.

D. Mack bank statements:

Mack deposits in Munsey Trust Co.

Mack: Bank deposits in First National
Bank, Fort Lauderdale, July 1, 1955-Febru-
ary 10, 1958.

Mack: Bank records of checks over $200
drawn on First National Bank, Fort Lauder-
dale, June 30, 1955-October 31, 1957.

E. Katzentine notes, memorandums, con-
versations:

Eatzentine notes on Katzentine’s affidavit
of February 17, 1957.

Katzentine summary of channel 10 chro-
nology, March 8, 1956.

Eatzentine's (?) notes on chronology of
channel 10, undated.

Analysis of channel 10 decision (presum-
ably by Katzentine),

Memorandum re McCoaker-Prosser-Mer=
ritt-Eatzentine conference re desirability of
seeking TV station, March 23, 1951.

Katzentine memo on Foster trust negoti-
ation, March 30, 1956.

Eatzentine-Joe Adams telephone conver-
sation, April 6, 1956.

Katzentine-Berke conversation, June 11,
1954.

Eatzentine-Charlle Johns telephone con-
versation, April 6, 1956.

re Foster
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Eatzentine-Prosser-Scott  memorandum,
December 1, 1955.

EKatzentine memo of Storer-Prosser-Kat-
zentine telephone conversation, December 1,
1952.

Katzentine memo on Whiteside telephone
conversation, April 23, 1956.

F. Katzentine correspondence:

Katzentine-Childs letter, May 25, 1956.

Katzentine-Eefauver letter, June 6, 1855.

Katzentine-Eefauver letter, December 27,

1956,

Eatzentine-Kefauver letter, January 21,
1957.

Katzentine-Kefauver letter, February 1,
19517,

Katzentine-Kefauver letter, June 4, 1957.

Katzentine-Moulder letter, July 24, 1957,
photostat.

Katzentine-Moulder letter, July 24, 1057,
carbon.

Katzentine-Porter letter, April 1, 1955.

Katzentine-Porter letter, November 22,

1955,
Katzentine-Porter letter, November 22,
1955.
Katzentine-Porter letter, December 23,
1955.

Katzentine-Porter letter, January 5, 1956.

EKatzentine-Porter letter, February 24,
1956.

Katzentine-Porter letter, January 31, 1957.

Katzentine-Porter letter, February 15,
1957.

Katzentine-Porter letter, February 2(?),
1857,

Katzentine-Porter letter, March 7, 1957,
with picture of Mrs, Baker and Mrs. Moore.

Holland-Katzentine letter, June 2, 1955.

Miller-Katzentine telegram, October 5,
19856.

Rice-Eatzentine letter, November 4, 1955.

G. O'Hara-McLaughlin interviews at the

FCC: ;

O'Hara~-McLaughlin memo of interview
with Craven, March 13, 1958.

O'Hara-McLaughlin memo of interview
with Doerfer, March 13, 1958,

O'Hara-McLaughlin memo of
with Hyde, March 13, 1958.

O'Hara-McLaughlin memo of
with Lee, March 13, 1958.

H. BShacklette-Eastland interviews in
Miami:

Shacklette-Eastland interview with Car-
ter, January 8, 1958.

Shacklette-Eastland interview with Ander-
son, January 15, 1958.

Shacklette memo of Baker and Hardy in-
terview, January 17, 1958.

Shacklette-Eastland-O'Hara
with Mack, January 27, 1958.

Shacklette-Eastland memo of Interview
with Fuqua, January 13, 1958,

Shacklette memo of interview with Knight,
December 21, 1957.

Shacklette interview of Palmer, December
11, 1957.

Shacklette-Eastland memo of interview
with Scott, January 16, 1958.

Bhacklette-Eastland memo of Sheldon in-
terview, January 14, 1958.

Gloria C. Harkins statement to Shacklette,
December 18, 1957.

Robert R. White statement to Shacklette,
December 19, 1957.

I. Whiteside-Barber-Mack telephone rec-
ords:

Summary of telephone calls, Whiteside to
Mack. !

Summary of telephone calls,
Whiteside,

Summary of telephone calls, Barber to
Whiteside.

Summary, Mack-Barber telephone calls to
persons other than Whiteside.

Memorandum of transmittal of informae-
tion re telephone calls.

J. Miscellaneous correspondence:

interview

interview

interview

Mack to
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Barber-Whiteside letter, January 18, 1956.
Carter-FCC, July 18, 1951.
Carter-McDonald letter, January 10, 1855,
Holland-Katzentine letter, June 2, 1955.
Isberg-Pearson letter, January 25, 1957.
Kefauver-Harris letter 3, February 26, 1958.
Kefauver-Harris letter, March 10, 1858.
Kefauver-Eatzentine letter, December 20,
1956.

Kefauver-Moulder letter, June 28, 1957.

Miller-Katzentine telegram, October 5,
1955.

Rice-Katzentine letter, November 4, 1955.

Rice-Katzentine letter, November 4, 1955.

Rice-Sullivan letter, October 6, 1955.

Rice-Sullivan letter, October 13, 1955.

Scott-Brown letter, February 14, 1957.

Smathers-Harris letter, March 5, 1958.

Bmathers-Wilson letter typed on February
15, 1954, dictated on February 12, 1954.

Sullivan-Eefauver letter, Juy 26, 1955.

K. Miscellaneous memorandums and
statements:

American Aviation Daily, February 6,
1957—<clipping re Eastern intervention in
channel 10 case.

Memorandum re Alterman Transport Lines
loan to Mack (probably by Shacklette).

Fltzgerald (FCC) statement of reasons for
delay in preparation of draft decision in
channel 10 case.

Harkins memo of Sheldon-Eatzentine tele-
phone conversation, March 19, 1956.

Harkins, Gloria C., statement to Shack-
lette, December 18, 1957.

Mack campaigns, contributors.

Rice memorandum re Baker, May 24, 1956.

Summary of travel of Whiteside during
1957.

Memorandum (probably by Shacklette) re
Foster trust, March 8, 1966.

White, Robert D., statement to Shacklette,
dated June 2, 1955.

L. Berger-Wachtell-Gelman
dums:

memoran-

Berger-Gelman memo on review of Na-
tional Airlines files, January 17, 1958.

Berger-Wachtell interview with Mack on
January 14, 1858, dated January 15, 1958.

Berger-Wachtell memo re interview with
Mack on January 17, 1958, dated January 20,
1958.

Berger memo re review of materials on file
at FCC, dated February 5, 1958.

Wachtell memo re FCC-Miami channel 10
case, dated February 6, 1958 (Wachtell-East-
land interview with Harry Plotkin).

Wachtell memo re FCC-Miami channel 10
case, dated February 7, 1958 (Wachtell-East-
land interview with Paul Porter).

Memo note re Roy Cohn, undated, origi-
nator of memo unknown.

This subpena is issued upon application of
the defendant.

Harry M. HoLL,
Clerk.
By LAWRENCE PROCTOR,
Deputy Clerk.

APRIL 1959.

ARTHUR HILLAND,
Attorney for Defendant Thurman A.
Whiteside.

Mr, McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a privileged resolution (H. Res. 246)
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Whereas in the case of United States v.
Thurman A. Whiteside et al. (criminal
case No. B56-58), pending in the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the District of Columbia,
a subpena duces tecum was issued by the
said court and addressed to Ralph R. Rob-
erts, Clerk of the House of Representatives,
directing him to appear as a witness before
sald court at 9:45 antemeridian on the 20th
day of April 1959, and to bring with him
certain and sundry papers in the possession
and under the control of the House of Rep-
resentatives: Therefore, be it
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Resolved, That by the privileges of this
House no evidence of a documentary char-
acter under the control and in the posses-
sion of the House of Representatives can,
by the mandate of process of the ordinary
courts of justice, be taken from such con-
trol or possession but by its permission; be
it further

Resolved, That when it appears by the
order of the court or of the judge thereof,
or of any legal officer charged with the
administration of the orders of such court
or judge, that documentary evidence in the
possession and under the control of the
House is needful for use in any court of
justice, or before any judge or such legal
officer, for the promotion of justice, this
House will take such action thereon as will
promote the ends of justice consistently
with the privileges and rights of this House;
be it further

Resolved, That Ralph R. Roberts, Clerk of
the House, be authorized to appear at the
place and before the court named in the
subpena duces tecum before-mentioned, but
shall not take with him any papers or doc-
uments on file in his office or under his
control or in possession of the House of
Representatives; be it further

Resolved, That when said court deter-
mines upon the materiality and the rele-
vancy of the papers and documents called
for in the subpena duces tecum, then the
sald court, through any of its officers or
agents, have full permission to attend with
all proper parties to the proceeding and then
always at any place under the orders and
control of this House and take coples of
any documents or papers and the Clerk is
authorized to supply certified copies of such
documents and papers in possession or con-
trol of said Clerk that the court has found
to be material and relevant, except minutes
and transcripts of execufive sessions, and
any evidence of witnesses in respect thereto
which the eourt or other proper officer
thereof shall desire, so as, however, the pos-
session of said documents and papers by the
said Clerk shall not be disturbed, or the
same shall not be removed from their place
of file or custody under said Clerk; and be
it further

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions
be transmitted to the said court as a re-
spectful answer to the subpena afore-
mentioned.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.
The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORIZING MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 245 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
5674) to authorize certain construction at
military installations, and for other pur-
poses. After general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill, and shall continue
not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Armed Services, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
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amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments there-
to to final passage without intervening mo=-
tion except one motion to recommit,

Mr. THORNBERRY., Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. ALLEN], and, pending that,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume,

Mr. Chairman, as the reading of the
resolution indicates, it makes in order
the consideration of H.R. 5674, familiarly
known as the military public-works
authorization bill.

This is an open rule and provides for
2 hours of general debate,

In appearing before the Committee on
Rules, the distinguished gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Vinson], the chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services, gave
a very detailed and excellent report of
what the Committee on Armed Services
had done in examining the requests of the
Department of Defense for this author-
ization.

It is my opinion that the committee
has done an excellent job. I am con-
vinced from what the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia, the chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services, pre-
sented to the Committee on Rules, and
from a careful examination of the re-
port of the committee on H.R. 5674, that
this is a well-considered bill and one
which has heen carefully studied by the
Committee on Armed Services.

When the first requests came in from
the field offices of the military depart-
ments outlining the needs of the various
facilities, both in this country and out-
side this country, they totaled over
$4 billion. In turn, they were reduced
by the military departments in the Pen-
tagon to $2,130,604,000. A review of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Properties and Installations
reduced this figure to $1,368,554,000,
which was further reduced to $1,299,-
297,000 by the Bureau of the Budget.

After the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices finished with its examination of this
request from the Bureau of the Budget
and the Department of Defense, the
committee further reduced, and it now
comes to us $109,247,000 under the
budget. The total authorization for new
construction called for in titles I, II,
and IITI of this bill amounts to $1,190,-
050,000,

Added to this fisure should be the
amount of $57,128,000 recommended in
title V of this bill by the committee for
censtruction of facilities for each of the
Reserve components and that for defi-
cieney authorizations of $560,000. This
brings the total authorization called for
in the bill to $1,251,907,000.

I congratulate the chairman and the
members of the Committee on Armed
Services for the excellent job it has done.
In reporting out H.R. 5674, the committee
issued a unanimous report favoring its
adoption,

I urge adoption of this resolution.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I know of
no opposition to the consideration of this
bill, and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
vield 7 minutes to the distinguished ma-
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. jority leader, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. McCorMACK],

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to speak out of order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker,
every one of us are very sorry at the
resignation of John Foster Dulles as
Secretary of State. John Foster Dulles
is a remarkable man, one whom I admire
very much. He and I have been sort of
kindred spirits in connection with the
fundamental problems that confront the
world of today. Not that I am associat-
ing myself with him from the angle of
trying to enhance myself, but it happens
that he and I, on fundamental policies
concerning our country, looked pretty
much eye to eye.

1 admired him not only for his great
capacity, but for his determination and
his strong willpower, and for the great
moral courage he has always displayed.
‘Whether one agreed with him or not on
every one of his policies, everyone
knows that he is a dedicated American
and that the policies that he devised or
helped to devise he felt were for the best
interests of our country. He will go down
in history, in my opinion, as one of the
outstanding Secretaries of States of our
great Nation.

During this trying period in the
world’s history he has served as a bul-
wark of strength not only to our coun-
try but to the nations of the world who
want to be free under their own law.
He was always a constant hope to the
hundreds of millions of captive citizens
or residents of satellite nations who are
subject to Communist viciousness and
dictatorship but who are hoping for-the
early return of their liberties and of the
independence of their country.

I am glad to note that President Eisen-
hower will continue to look to him for
advice and will continue to consult with
him. We all hope that God will shower
his blessings upon him and improve his
health so that he will be with us for
many years to come, and that he will be
able to give to President Eisenhower and
to our country, in the trying days ahead
the benefit of his great capacity, his
strength of character, and of his moral
courage,

John Foster Dulles knows the Com-
munist mind. He knows the origin of the
thinking of the Communists. And, un-
less one knows the origin of the thinking
of the Communists he is going to be de-
ceived by what they say and what they
do. John Foster Dulles knows that Com-
munist thinking—and I am talking about
the Communists in fact, those in the
Kremlin and other Communists in fact—
originates in one word.

That word is “hate”—the idea that
might is right, the grave is the end, the
state is all-powerful, the individual is
only a cog in the wheel of state to be
used as those in control, the dictator and
the clique around him, want to use him.

Unless one understands the origin of
the thinking of the Communist mind he
will be deceived by what they say and
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what they do. John Foster Dulles knows
the origin of the Communist thinking,
the hate that dominates their minds.
They are the prisoners of an ideology
that emanates from hate, hatred of
everything that is contrary to what they
want and what they believe in, their
false ideology.

I think the finest evidence of John
Foster Dulles’ greatness is the fact that
the Kremlin fears him, because any man
the Kremlin fears must possess qualities
that are of the highest nature from the
angle of those who want freedom under
their own law.

I hope the successor of John Foster
Dulles, appointed by the President and
confirmed by the Senate, will follow the
policy of firmness that John Foster
Dulles so well exemplified, many times
under trying conditions when he was
misunderstood, I hope that in the For-
eign Ministers meeting we will insist, as
the President has said and as John
Foster Dulles has so well said, on evi-
dence of progress being made before we
enter into the summit meeting, for John
Foster Dulles, as I know him and read
him, would never stand for a summit
meeting at any price. To me, that would
be a dangerous role for the free world
to follow. I hope our country will ad-
here to that policy, and I hope his suc-
cessor, whoever may be appointed, will
have the firmness and the moral cour-
age that John Foster Dulles possesses.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr, HALLECK. May I commend the
majority leader on the very splendid
statement he has made. We all realize
the sentiment that prompts it. We all
realize the admiration and the respect
that is involved in what he has just said.
It is further evidence of the fact that
when matters involving the security of
our country, our foreign policy, are be-
fore us, there is no center aisle to divide
us.
May I say further, Mr, Speaker, that
on yesterday on the floor I had a few
words to say of respect, admiration, and
gratitude for John Foster Dulles, so I
shall not say anything further at this
time. However, I did want to commend
the gentleman on the admirable state-
ment he has just made.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Iappreciate what
my friend has said. What I have said
represents not only my own views. I
try to be objective-minded. I have
watched John Foster Dulles through the
years, and my admiration for him has
increased and increased. My feeling
has progressed from one that was not so
favorable to him to one of intense ad-
miration as I have watched the man, as

I have analyzed his mind and seen his

grim determination and great courage,
all for the national interest of our coun-
try. So I express not only my own views
but I am confident I express those not
of Democrats or Republicans in this
House but of all of us as Americans.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.
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Mr, VINSON. Mr. Speaker, T move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 5674) to authorize cer-
tain construction at military installa-
tions, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 5674, with
Mr. Smrta of Mississippi in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. ViNson]
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS]
will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. ViNsoN].

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time at I may require.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, this bill,
H.R. 5674, is known as the military con-
struction authorization bill for fiscal
year 1960.

This is strictly an authorization bill.

The grand total of all authorities
granted in the bill is $1,251,907,000.

Now, this total is made up of a num-
ber of elements and is broken down as
follows: Army, $199,045,000; Navy, $182,-
283,000; Air Force, $808,722,000; Reserve
components, $57,128,000; deficiency au-
thorization, $4,729,000.

As I stated a moment ago, the grand
total of all these authorities is $1,251,-
907,000.

Let me call your attention to the fact
that these deficiency authorizations, to-
taling $4.7 million, represents increases
in cost for previously authorized proj-
ects. Either the original estimate of cost
was too low or it is attributable to a
rise in cost.

I might say in this connection, I am
pleased to draw your attention to the
fact that 2 years ago, the deficiency au-
thorization was $183 million, And last
year it was $43 million. This indicates
that the construction programs being
submitted by the Department of Defense
are better planned and better thought
out than they have been in the past.

RESCISSIONS

Also in the past, there was a great
gap between authorizations and appro-
priations, This the committee felt was
unwise. I am happy to report that an
automatic repealer provision which we
placed in the bill several years ago and
which has appeared in it each year since
is bringing these authorizations and ap-
propriations into reasonable balance to-
day.

Here is how they line up: Unfunded
authorization at the end of fiscal
1957 was almost $2.2 billion. At the
end of fiscal 1958, the figure was $1.9
billion. The estimated amount of un-
funded authorization at the end of this
fiscal year—1959—is about $1 billion.

I am glad to state that the Depart-
ment estimates that the amount of un-
funded authorization which will be
available at the end of fiscal year 1960
will be only about $444 million,
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APPROPRIATIONS TO BE REQUESTED

For this construction, the Department
of Defense is requesting from the Ap-
propriations Committee $1,479 million
for the Regular Forces and $61 million
for the Reserve construction. This fig-
ure, of course, is somewhat larger than
the bill and this is explained by the fact
that some previous authority is also be-
ing funded this year.

Now, this construction bill and the
justification for it is, of course, a re-
flection of the size of our Armed Forces.
This year, it is based on 870,000 men in
the Army, 864 ships in the Navy, and
102 wings authorized for June 30, 1960,
for the Air Force.

Each of the services has its physical
plant requirement which, together with
the men and the weapons, makes up the
total of our defense. The physical plant
is an absolutely essential part of the
defense structure and it must be im-
proved, added to, and kept modern all
of the time.

Now, a bill of this kind has its origin
in the requests made by the field estab-
lishments of the three services. It is
then submitted through channels to the
particular military department head-
guarters in Washington. That depart-
ment reviews it and it is finally sub-
mitted to the Secretary of the military
department for his approval. The pro-
gram then goes to the Secretary of De-
fense, and specifically to the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Properties and
Installations, a position now very com-
petently held by Mr. Floyd S. Bryant.

Mr. Bryant's job is to review and co-
ordinate all of the military construction

programs, making certain, for example,
that facilities of one service that are not
now being used to full capacity be used
by another service. This office takes
the overall view of the total construction
program

E'ollowmg this process this year from
a dollar standpoint, the picture is this:
The field offices of the three depart-
ments made requests for construction
totaling over $4 billion. This was cut
by the military departments themselves
to about $2,131 million. Mr. Bryant's
office cut this figure to $1,368 million
and the review by the Bureau of the
Budget resulted in a bill of only
$1,299,297,000.

The commitiee, after its close and
detailed scrutiny of the bill by line item,
cut $109 million from the program so
that the bill which you have before you
now represents a total of $1,190,050,000.

All of the figures that I have just
given refer to the program for the Regu-
lar establishment. The Reserve portion
of the bill, which totals about $57 mil-
lion, remained pretty stable throughout
the reviews and I, therefore, have not
injected it into this overall picture.

The bill contains almost 2,000 in-
dividual line items. These line items are
carried in what are called backup books
and I have brought one of these books—
only one of them—today in order that
you can have some idea of the amount
of detailed study which goes into one
of these bills. This particular book has
347 pages and it is only 1 of 10 books,

I know you realize that it would be
impossible for me to go into any great
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detail with respect to a program of this
size within the limitations of time al-
lotted for the consideration of this bill.
Indeed, it would take as long for me to
explain it in that fashion as it took
the committee to study it during its
hearings.

Therefore, I will deal with some of
the highlights of the program in order
to make the general picture clear.

Of the total amount requested, over
$400 million, or 31 percent, is in direct
support of our ballistic missile programs
of the three services. Approximately
$266 million, or 20 percent, is for ex-
panding air defense systems; $223 mil-
lion, or 17 percent, is to support research
and development and missile defense;
and $110 million, or 10 percent, is to
improve the capabilities of the Strategic
Air Command.

This does not total 100 percent but
gives the major portions of the total
bill.

I would also like to describe the high-
lights of the programs for each of the
three military departments. Prior to
doing that, however, I would like to point
out one important fact which goes di-
rectly to the question of construction
costs, and that is, that 96 percent of
all the construction contracts let by the
military departments during fiscal year
1958 were on a bid basis.

The competition is strong and the
prospective contractors make the closest
possible estimates in order to get the
jobs. There is no greater assurance,
to my mind, of getting a dollar's worth
of construction for a dollar spent thon
this bid process.

ARMY

Let us look first at the Army program.
Almost 30 percent, or $67 million, is for
facilities in support of research, devel-
opment, and test activities of the Nike-
Zeus program. Over 21 percent, or al-
most $50 million, is for the construction
of Nike-Hercules, Hawk, and Missile
Master facilities in the United States
and overseas. The other percentages
are all relatively small and I will describe
only a few of them.

Six percent, or $14 million, is for
maintenance and storage facilities at
major existing installations in the
United States and overseas. Almost 5
percent is for essential utilities at our
major installations within the United
States. These utilities include emer-
gency powerplants, heating systems,
sewage disposal, storm drainage, roads,
and other such items.

Only 4 percent of the Army program
is devoted to service clubs, chapels,
schools, and other similar facilities.

NAVY

The Navy program has no individual
large percentage breakdowns. The larg=-
est, as a matter of fact, is 18 percent, or
$35 million, to support aircraft carriers
of the carrier striking force. Fifteen
percent, or almost $30 million, is for
barracks and bachelor officers quarters
and their allied facilities. Fourteen per-
cent, or almost $28 million, is devoted
to missile programs and particularly,
those related to the Pacific Missile
Range, Point Mugu, Calif.
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All of the other percentages are rela-
tively small. Typical of them is $11
million or 6 percent for construction in
connection with the eastward extension
of the distant early warning line.

AIR FORCE

By far the large portion of the Air
Force program is represented by con-
struction in support of ballistic missiles.
This comprises 43 percent, or $374 mil-
lion, of the Air Force total.

Almost 9 percent—or $77 million—is
for construction of facilities within the
United States to support the Strategic
Air Command.

Four percent—or $34 million—relates
to construction for fighter interceptor
squadrons at bases in and outside the
United States.

The next largest percentage is only
3.8 percent—or $44!% million—for work
in support of the ballistic missile early
warning system.

All the remaining divisions of the pro-
gram are in the 1 to 3 percent category.

Let me say that in reviewing the re-
quirements of the Air Force, we are try-
ing to take into consideration that in
the course of time, manpowered aircraft
will gradually fade away like the battle-
ship faded away for the aircraft carrier.
It is our hope and expectation that many
of these installations can be used in the
missile era without requiring any con-
struction of a support or logistic nature.

I might say at this point that all of
these breakdowns which I have given are
dealt with in very much greater detail in
the report. I feel that almost any ques-
tion which might arise in your mind can
find its answer in the report which has
numerous headings and clearly under-
standable divisions.

LAND

Last year when I was presenting this
bill, I stated that I was happy to an-
nounce that the land acquisition con-
templated by the bill was the smallest in
many years. This year, I can state that
the program is even smaller than last
year, totaling only 3,062 acres in fee and
1,302 acres in easements for a total cost
of $2,086,000. In this connection, and
knowing of the strong interest that we
all have in the land holdings of the mili-
tary departments, I would like to direct
your attention to page 30 of the report
which deals with this subject in some
detail.

From this portion of the report, it is
clear that every effort is being made to
keep land acquisitions at a minimum
while disposing of the maximum amount
of defense real estate, consistent, of
course, with our continuing needs.

Also, relating to this matter of real
estate are some interesting facts set out
on page 32 of the report which illustrates
how existing installations belonging to
one military department are being made
available to another military depart-
ment. You will see several typical re-
cent examples of how well this exchange
of properties is working out.

NEW BASES

I am happy to advise again this year
that there are no truly new bases in the
program. There are, of course, some
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new radar stations and similar facilities
but no major bases of any kind have been
added to the inventory by this bill.

FAMILY HOUSING

The family housing program is pro-
gressing in quite satisfactory fashion.
Where there were over 50,000 Capehart
units last year, there are only 20,676
units this year. And as for appropriated
fund housing, where there were 935 last
year, there are only 473 this year.

COMMITTEE CHANGES

I mentioned previously the great num-
ber of line items in this bill—almost 2,000
of them. The bill which you have before
you, of course, is a clean bill with only a
few last minute amendments, almost all
of which are merely to correct typo-
graphical errors.

The bill on which the committee held
its hearings, however, was amended in
over 70 instances and as I have said,
virtually all of these amendments were
by way of reductions in the program—
over $109 million of them.

RESERVE COMPONENTS

Title V of the bill will provide specific
line item project authorization for fiscal
year 1960 for each of the Reserve com-
ponents in the following amounts: Naval
and Marine Corps Reserves, $8,300,000;
Air Force Reserve, $4,093,000; Air Na-
tional Guard, $15,536,000; Army Reserve,
$20,748,000; Army National Guard, $8,-
451,000, for a total authorization of $57,-
128,000.

In addition, this title provides for the
correction of deficiencies in cost esti-
mates for several items authorized by the
Reserve Forces Facilities Act of 1958—
title VI of last year's military construc-
tion bill—amounting to $560,000, and for
a rescission of $2,022,000 of previous au-
thorization of projects no longer required
by the respective Reserve components
because of reprograming.

The Department of Defense had re-
quested a total of $56,995,000 of authori-
zation for new projects during fiscal year
1960. The Committee on Armed Services
carefully sereened these requests in con-
nection with its review of the total re-
quirements of the Reserve forces facili-
ties program and concluded that the
requests were well justified and the prog-
ress of the entire program satisfactory.

Accordingly the committee approved
the entire program requested by the De-
partment of Defense and added two
minor additions amounting to $135,000.

The proposed authorization provided
for the Reserve components for fiscal
year 1960, therefore, is $57,128,000.

CONCLUSION

Now, that is the military construction
bill for fiscal year 1960, While I have
dealt only with the highlights of the bill,
I hope that my remarks coupled with
the very detailed report, will give you a
picture sufficiently clear to warrant your
support of this important legislation.

This bill merely represents one of the
three essential elements of our Defense
Establishment—construction—the other
two, of course, being the men and the
equipment.

This bill does nothing more than pro=
vide the essential construction items
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needed to provide a base from which our
forces can fight both in this country and
overseas.

I have noted the fact that a great
many details relating to the program are
contained in the report which is avail-
able to every Member. The hearings
have been printed and are also available.
And, of course, they have even greater
detail since this year the committee made
a special effort to hold most of its hear-
ings in open session. Almost all of the
committee's deliberations are contained
in the hearing. Only the highly classi-
fled details with respect to some of the
items were heard in closed session.

Mr, Chairman, if I have not used the
time allotted me, 20 minutes, I will be
glad to yield to any Member for any
question that he may wish to ask,

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, VINSON. Iyield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I think the gentleman
will anticipate my question because I
have asked it every year for the last 9
or 10 years. Is there any money in this
bill for the Truman Airbase at Grand-
view, Mo.?

Mr, VINSON. A few years ago, as a
result of the constant inquiry by the
gentleman and his calling it the Truman
Air Force Base, we changed the name,
not to mislead him, of course, because
that could not be done, nor would we do
that, but we felt that we should honor
two outstanding officers who made the
supreme sacrifice and it is now named
after them. This place that used to be
referred to in a most inquisitive manner
by our able and distinguished colleague
from Iowa no longer is known as Grand-
view, but it is Richards-Gebaur Air
Force Base, Mo. Yes; there is some
money in this bill for it, The total
amount is $866,000.

Mr. GROSS. But the distinguished
gentleman from Georgia and the gentle-
man from Iowa will always remember
it as the Truman Airbase.

Mr. VINSON. Yes. And, I want to
compliment the gentleman on the scru-
tiny with which he has always followed
this; scrutiny not only with reference to
this bill but all other bills that come in
the House. I know of no Member that
is more diligent in studying legislation
closely than my distinguished friend
from Iowa,

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for his remarks and his kindness to me
at all times,

Mr, VINSON. I mean every word of
it.
Mr. GROSS. One other question.
Has the Continental Air Command been
moved to the Truman Airbase at Grand-
view, Mo.?

Mr. VINSON. No; it has not. This
is an Air Defense Command base. The
Continental Air Command stays at
Mitchell Field, N.Y.

Mr. GROSS. I did not think it would
ever be moved there.

Mr., CHENOWETH. Mr., Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.
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Mr. CIENOWETH. I would like to
ask the distinguished chairman of the
committee about the item of $10 million
for the North American Air Defense
Command which was contained in his
original bill. I note this item was elimi-
nated in the revised bill.

Mr. VINSON. I will be glad to inform
the gentleman and the committee.
When that matter was before the com-
mittee it had not been specifically lo-
cated, and we were not warranted in
spending money for bases where we do
not know where they would be located.
S0, we hesitated and we did not make
any appropriation. Now I understand
it has been located. We did not include
it in the bill. No doubt it might be con-
sidered for insertion after a hearing is
had on the other side.

Mr. CHENOWETH. On March 20 it
was announced that the new headquar-
ters would be located in Cheyenne Moun-
tain, near Colorado Springs.

Mr. VINSON. That was long after we
had concluded our hearings and reported
the bill,

Mr. CHENOWETH. The gentleman
referred to waiting until the bill is con-
sidered in the Senate,

Mr. VINSON. Isuggest that would be
the proper way to consider the matter.
We were not able to consider it because
it had not been located.

Mr. CHENOWETH. The gentleman is
not opposed to the item, then?

Mr. VINSON. No.

Mr. CHENOWETH. And the only rea-
son it was passed over was because the
site had not been announced at the time
the hearings were held.

Mr. VINSON. That is right. After
the facts are brought out in the Senate,
I am sure it will be taken care of.

Mr. CHENOWETH. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Michigan.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I would like to ask
the gentleman from Georgia if there is
money in this bill to change the Nike
bases to receive another type of missile.

Mr, VINSON. On that general sub-
ject I would like to say this: It is to be
expected that as aviation fades away
over a period of time—and man-powered
aircraft is bound in the course of time
to fade away, just like the battleship
faded away before the airplane carrier—
missiles will come into being. It is to
be hoped that practically all of these
bases that are now used for man-oper-
ated aircraft can be appropriately used
without additional expenditure to set
them up specifically for missile bases.
Did I answer the gentlewoman’s ques-
tion?

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Is there money in
the hill to change the Nike bases to re-
ceive another type of missile?

Mr, VINSON. I can recall nothing
of that kind.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr, VANIK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. VINSON.
man from Ohio.

I yield to the gentle-
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Mr, VANIKE. In connection with mili-
tary construction, to what extent are we
using counterpart funds? Are we using
them to the fullest extent possible?

Mr. VINSON. Of course, all I know
about that is what I read in the papers
when Members go abroad. We do not
use counterpart funds. We use what is
called Commodity Credit Corporation
funds.

And that is in the bill with reference
to certain construction abroad.

Mr, VANIK. In studying the provi-
sions of the bill that deal with military
housing construction abroad——

Mr. VINSON. That is Commodity
Credit Corporation.

Mr. VANIK. I see there are limita-
tions on room size and space size with
respect to such expenditures that are
made out of appropriated funds.

Mr. VINSON. There are appropriated
fund houses in this bill. We prescribe
how much money is involved and the
types of the housing. There are also
certain restrictions with reference to
Capehart houses, and these appear in the
basic Capehart law.

Mr. VANIK. Would that limitation
preclude the use of counterpart funds for
construction? Would it permit such
construction outside of those limitations
set forth in this bill?

Mr. VINSON. No; they would not. I
do not want the gentleman to confuse
his thinking between counterpart funds
and Commodity Credit Corporation
funds.

& Mr, VANIEK. Iunderstand the distine-
on.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, VINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. GROSS. I am pleased to hear
the gentleman call attention to the fact
that Public Law 480 funds are being used
for defense purposes in foreign countries.

Mr, VINSON. Oh, yes.

Mr. GROSS. Which means inversely
that this is another subsidy which should
not be charged in full to the farmers of
America.

Mr. VINSON. We do a great deal of
work abroad through what is known as
Commodity Credit Corporation funds,

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., VINSON. I yield to the gentle=

man.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. In the
Capehart housing field did the commit-
tee in any instance deviate from the re-
quest or the recommendations of the
Department of Defense, or did the com-
mittee go along?

Mr. VINSON. Very little change.
However, since the committee reported
the bill, there have been three bases, but
they do not increase the amount of dol-
lars at all. They involve housing at
bases that have been cleared by the
Budget, and at the proper time I pro-
pose to offer an amendment to include
these Capehart houses. When the bill
was written up, they were not included.
These places are 200 units at Quantico,
114 units at Loring Air Force Base, and
600 units at Travis Air Force Base in
California.
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Mr. TEAGUE of California.
the gentleman.

Mr. VINSON. This does not increase
the amount of money at all. Everyone
understands that every married officer
in the service is entitled to a quarters
allowance. It averages about $90 a
month for all ranks. When they occupy
a Capehart unit, or a direct-appropri-
ated house, or any other Government
facility, the quarters allowance is with-
held. In the last 3 years we have been
involved in about 152,000 units. When
these houses are all paid for we will re-
cover in the neighborhood of $180 mil-
lion a year.

Mr, JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON, I yield.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I should like
to ask the distinguished chairman of the
committee one thing I do not quite un-
derstand. I know what ‘“classified” is,
and I can understand why that should
be in the bill. But what is the differ-
ence between various locations, locations
not specified, as compared with classi-
fied locations?

Mr. VINSON. I think the question is
warranted since these terms could very
well cause confusion,

Mr. JONES of Missouri. You have
classified set out and I can understand
that, but what would be the difference
between a various location and a clas-
sified location?

Mr. VINSON. There frequently is no
difference at all.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I could not
understand. We have three different
entries here, and I could not see why
vou could not call them all classified. I
was merely asking why you did not
put them all under one group of classi-
fied rather than have them put under
separate groups. That is what I could
not understand.

Mr. VINSON. Generally speaking,
“yarious locations,” when so referred to
in the Air Force portion of the bill, for
example, relate to aircraft control and
warning sites throughout the United
States. There are a great number of
these and many of them involve only
minor items of construction. “Classi-
fied” installations, of course, speak for
themselves. ‘“Locations not specified”
appears three times in the bill and re-
lates to the authority that Congress is
granting this year, and has granted in
the past, for what I will call “emer-
gency” construction. In other words, it
is not known at this time how or where
the authority would be used. Therefore,
the locations are “not specified.”

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may desire.

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the
committee has given a fine detailed de-
scription of what is in H.R. 5674 and the
construction items that are contained in
it.

First, as the chairman of the commit-
tee has indicated, the bill which is before
us is to provide construction and other
related authority for the military de-
partments within and outside the United
States including authority for the con-

I thank
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struction of facilities for Reserve com-
ponents. The total sum of the author-
ization contained in the bill is $1,251,-
957,000. The Army would be authorized
almost $200 million, the Navy some $183
million and the Air Force $811 million,
with a total of $57 million for the various
units of the Reserve forces.

I want to assure every Member of the
House that the committee, during its con-
sideration of this program, has made a
detailed examination of the projects
which make up the bill and the major
programs which they support. We
found, during our hearings, that this bill
is the result of sound detailed planning
in the three military departments. The
program was given repeated reviews
within each military department, fol-
lowed by additional reviews within the
Office of the Secretary of Defense and
the Bureau of the Budget.

We found these reviews to be objec-
tive and thorough. As has been stated,
the program originally presented by the
field offices to the military departments
totaled in excess of $4 billion. After re-
view and screening within the military
departments, the Office of the Secretary
of Defense, and the Bureau of the
Budget, this amount was reduced to $1.3
billion.

The committee during its review cut
over $109 million from the bill so that the
total of the bill as you see it before you
today is $1,251,957,000.

The committee found that there has
been great improvement in the formula-
tion of military construction programs,
and it took particular care to verify that
all projects included in this bill were
needed to support long-term future mili-
tary plans and to eliminate items for
which a compelling military necessity
did not exist.

I think that the whole purpose of the
bill could well be expressed by stating
that it contains construction which, first,
is necessary in the support of new weap-
ons systems and new defense concepts;
second, is mneeded in the augmenta-
tion of existing bases to support changes
in weapons and operating concepts due
to advancing technological development
and third, is required to modernize sup-
porting facilities against the ravages of
time in order to assure adequate support
at a time of urgent or emergency
demand.

Needless to say, military eonstruction
is the basic support needed for military
operations. For many of our major
weapons and defense programs, military
construction is the initial step in pro-
graming and budgetary actions be-
cause of long leadtimes necessary to
produce completed usable facilities.
Also, because of the nature of new
weapons syst.ems and operat:lona.l con-
cepts, base facilities are increasingly be-
coming an integral part of the weapons
systems. This is illustrated in the mis-
sile operating forces. Therefore, it is
vital that construction be planned and
started well in advance, so as to be ready
when the new weapons are finished.

It was entirely clear from the testi-
mony taken by the committee during its
extended hearings that the basic policy
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of the Defense Department continues to
have as principal elements, first, the
consideration that our primary respon-
sibility is that of protecting the ability
of this country to retaliate with large
weapons in case of an outbreak of gen-
eral war; second, but equally pressing,
the responsibility to provide a capacity
to apply military force promptly in vari-
ous local conflict areas of the free world,
and, third, continuing a strong conti-
nental air defense and maintenance of
open sealanes. The items in this bill
support these policies.

As I stated at the beginning of my
remarks, Mr. Chairman, the House has
already heard the details of the bill from
the chairman of the committee. I hold
myself ready, as do all members of the
committee, to answer any questions or
provide any further information which
any Member of the House may wish to
have.

I will conclude on the note that the
bill is a well-thought-out one, has re-
ceived the closest study within the mili-
tary departments, in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, and in the Bureau
of the Budget. I think that the cuts
made by the committee totaling $109
million speak for themselves.

I urge your support for this bill as a
vital link in the total picture of our
defense.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. RIVERS].

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 5674,
and as chairman of the subcommittee
which conducted extensive hearings on
the authorization requested in H.R. 5674
for Reserve facility construction wish to
take this opportunity to congratulate
Mr. Vinson on his very thorough analysis
of the bill and also to briefly review that
portion of the legislation concerned with
Reserve matters.

Title V of HR. 5674 confained the
authorization requested for the construc-
tion of new facilities for all of the Re-
serve components of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force.

A total of $57,128,000 of authoriza-
tion for new projects, including expan-
sions and alterations of existing facili-
ties, has been requested. This total is
divided as follows: $20,748,000 for the
Army Reserve; $8,451,000 for the Army
National Guard; $8,300,000 for the Naval
and Marine Corps Reserve; $4,093,000
for the Air Force Reserve, and $15,536,-
000 for the Air National Guard.

I would like to briefly review the sub-
stance of these requests by various com-
ponents.

ARMY RESERVE

In the case of the Army Reserve, au-
thorization of $20,748,000 proposed for
fiscal year 1960 comprises 62 new Army
Reserve centers and approximately 75
projects of the nature of additions to
present centers. Of the 62 new centers,
52 are the 2 smallest standard sizes—
with capacities of 100 and 200 Reservists,
respectively, and are proposed for the
smaller cities and towns throughout the
country. The proposed projects, other
than the new centers, are mainly addi-
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tions of training and vehicle mainte-
nance space which have been found es-
sential to the training program.
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD

For the Army National Guard, the
proposed fiscal year 1960 authorization
of $8,451,000 comprises 47 new armories
and 13 projects for conversion of present
armories and 5 nonarmory projects
which are maintenance and supply ad-
ministrative facilities.

NAVAL AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE

Approximately half of the $8.3 million
of new project authorization proposal for
the Reserve components of the Navy and
Marine Corps were for essential addi-
tional facilities at established Naval Air
Reserve installations which serve both
Naval Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve
aviation. The remainder is divided al-
most evenly between the Naval Surface
Reserve, for five berthing piers and four
training buildings, and the Marine Corps
Reserve for five training centers.

AIR FORCE RESERVE

The relatively small request for the
Air Force Reserve—$4,093,000—was jus-
tified by the Department of Defense as
being the result of prior substantial ful-
fillment of its most urgent requirements
and consists of a variety of operational
and support facilities at eight locations,
four of which are municipal airports and
the remainder jointly utilized military
airfields.

AIR NATIONAL GUARD

For the Air National Guard, the au-
thorization request of $15,556,000 consists
of high-priority requirements for the op-
eration and support of the Air National
Guard aircraft at 20 locations; 3 aircraft
control and warning facilities, 2 of which
are located in the Territory of Hawaii;
and site preparation for one new airfield.
Of the 20 flying installations 16 are at
civil airports and 4 at jointly utilized
military airfields.

In summary, it would appear at first
blush that the authorization requested
for the Army Reserve program of $20,-
748,000 is disproportionately higher than
the amounts requested for the other Re-
serve components. However, although
this authorization for fiscal year 1960 is
indeed higher than that requested for the
other Reserve components it is not dis-
proportionate since it reflects the fact
that the Army Reserve program has to
date only achieved 35 percent of its total
estimated facilities requirement whereas
the Navy has accomplished 47 percent
of its requirements, the Air Force Reserve
and National Guard approximately 75
percent of its requirements, and the
Army National Guard approximately 85
percent of its total estimated require-
ments.

Thus, the emphasis on Army Reserve
facilities is made necessary by the fact
that the program is appreciably behind
the others in development. This lag in
development is directly the result of a
lack of Army Reserve personnel prior
to 1955. However, since the passage of
the Reserve Forces Act of 1955 by the
Congress, which was designed to
strengthen the Reserve forces of the
United States, the strength of the Army
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Reserve program has increased signifi-
cantly with the consequent necessity for
new facilities not previously required.

In respect to overall estimated re-
quirements of the Reserve facilities pro-
gram, the Department of Defense has
indicated that a total authorization of
$1,125 million will be required to provide
all the facilities believed necessary for
the Reserve components,

Approximately 60 percent of this re-
quired authorization amounting to $668
million has already been approved by
the Congress and enacted into law.

The current bill will authorize an
additional $57,128,000 of authorization
thus increasing the percentage of au-
thorization of total estimated reguire-
ments to 65 percent.

The balance of 35 percent of future
estimated requirements will be met by
future legislation and, as witnesses from
the Department of Defense have indi-
cated, will be requested by the Depart-
ment of Defense in amounts necessarily
in step with future individual program
requirements.

In this connection the committee ex-
plored the possibility of accelerating
completion of the Reserve forces pro-
gram by increasing the total dollar au-
thorization for the construction of Re-
serve facilities during fiscal year 1960.
However, after considerable deliberation
the committee was of the opinion that
the total authorization requested by the
Department of Defense was adequate
for the program and properly geared to
future manpower and training require-
ments.

Therefore, the committee concluded
that any substantial increase in Reserve
facilities authorization would be pre-
mature and therefore in addition to fail-
ing to serve any useful purpose might
possibly disrupt the orderly development
of the overall Reserve program.

For these reasons the Committee on
Armed Services approved the request of
the Department of Defense for approxi-
mately $57 million of authorization for
Reserve facilities construction without
making any substantial changes.

I therefore urge unanimous support of
this bill, since it will, among other
things, permit the continued strength-
ening of our Reserve forces.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GaviNl.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, at this
time I would like to speak about the
Army’s military public works authoriza-
tion program.

The survival of this Nation and of
the free world demands that we have a
means to deter aggression or to defeat
it if deterrence fails. Aggression may
occur in many forms, from the massive
thermonuclear attack on this continent
to the peaceful seizure of free govern-
ment by subversion.

The worldwide threat of aggression
has its source in ambitious and ruthless
Communist designs to isolate and de-
stroy the United States, the center of
free world resistance to Communist
world domination. It is backed by the
ominous and impressive military pow-
er of the Soviet Union, its allies, and its
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satellities, built around the largest
standing armies in peacetime history
and buttressed by a growing capability
to deliver long-range nuclear weapons.
This great military power casts its fore-
boding shadow over all Europe and Asia
and under this protective cover the
Communists have engaged in ceaseless
probings to test the will of the free na-
tions to resist. This power has been felt
directly or indirectly in most of the 18
military conflicts that have occurred
since the end of World War II. In every
case the Communists have fought for
limited objectives and their threats to
world peace have been so indirect and
ambiguous as not to provoke a general
thermonuclear war. They have ad-
vanced by internal subversion and piece-
meal military operations based primarily
on ground forces.

The Army’s construction authoriza-
tion request for fiscal year 1960, which
is contained in title I of H.R. 5674, rep-
resents the most modest requirement
which could support the Army’s missions
and responsibilities in these troubled
times. This Army request should by no
means be construed as representing ev-
erything the Army feels that it needs.
In truth, it is my understanding that
this modest request represents only
about one-fifth of what the Army’s com-
manders requested to carry out their as-
signed missions. These commanders’
requests were rigidly screened within the
Army before the Army presented its re-
quest to the Department of Defense.
That agency and the Bureau of the
Budget, operating within a prescribed
and austere budgetary ceiling, made fur-
ther reductions in the request so that
the amount finally considered by the
committee amounted to little more than
a half of what the Army considered as
their minimal needs.

I do not wish to belabor this point, but
I believe it is important to understand
that this Army request has been devel-
oped and reviewed under a most critical
and restrained set of guidelines.

Now, if I may, I would like to recount
for you some of the more impressive
contributions to our mutual safety which
these Army requests will buy for us.

The most important of the Army’s
tasks today include the maintenance of
forces overseas in support of our na-
tional policies and international com-
mitments with our allies, furnishing of
surface-to-air missile defense for the
United States and our forces deployed
overseas, and provision of a mobile com-
bat-ready strategic force here in the
United States for rapid reinforcement
of our deployed forces in time of need.

In carrying out its assigned responsi-
bilities and missions overseas the Army
is maintaining 40 percent of its Active
Army Forces in various areas of the
world. To support these units and their
tasks, the Army has allocated, exclusive
of surface-to-air missile requirements,
some $35.6 million, or 17.8 percent of the
total request.

In the field of surface-to-air missile
defense the Army has been assigned a
broad and vital role in the maintenance
of an effective air defense complex which
will protect our industrial and popula-
tion cerders as well as our retaliatory
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forces and the field Army Forces at home
and overseas. Effective and efficient
fulfillment of this mission is vital to our
survival. To reinforce its capabilities in
this field the Army has devoted 61.5 per-
cent or $123.1 million of the total au-
thorization requested. A major portion
of this requirement is devoted to re-
search, development, and test facilities
for the Nike-Zeus antiballistic missile
defense system presently under develop-
ment.

Without detracting from the urgent
requirements of our deterrent and de-
fense forces, I would like to mention the
increasingly important contribution to
the Army’s capabilities that are inherent
in Army aviation. The Army, within the
limitations placed upon it, has developed
a family of Army aircraft which fulfills
missions of observation, airlift for troops
and combat supplies in the battle zone,
communications and battlefield surveil-
lance and battlefield casualty evacuation.
These missions are separate and distinet
from the broader responsibilities of the
Air Force. Additionally they are devel-
oping and testing new forms of aerial
transport, including such projects as tilt-
wing aircraft and the flying jeep. For
support of these activities and to provide
the operational and maintenance facil-
ities for aircraft now with the field
forces, the Army has apportioned 3.8 per-
cent or $7.7 million of the total requested
in this bill.

Now departing for the moment from
the military hardware aspects of this re-
quest, I want to address myself to an-
other very important segment of this
program dealing with the Army’s press-
ing needs for family housing.

With regard to family housing to be
authorized by this bill, it should be
noted that although the Army has made
good progress in providing adequate
family housing during the last 3 years,
the provision of additional adequate
family housing is still one of the most
pressing problems facing the military
services today. I have taken a personal
interest in the provision of family hous-
ing for our military people, and feel
strongly that the Congress should leave
nothing undone to provide satisfactory
housing for all of our military families.

This bill provides new authorization
for 7,399 units of title VIII Capehart
housing, 338 units of appropriated fund
housing in areas where Capehart or sur-
plus commodity housing is not feasible,
and 557 units of surplus commodity
housing. In addition, the bill also pro-
vides for the continuation of prior au-
thorization for 234 units of appropriated
fund housing. In developing the family
housing construction projects in this bill,
full consideration was given to the use
of available adequate community sup-
port and private rental housing.

Let me remind you that the provision
of adequate family housing ranks high
among the motivating factors for the re-
tention of trained military personnel in
the Armed Forces, and in maintaining
the high morale so necessary in the world
of today.

This military public-works authoriza-
tion program is only a small supporting
authorization for the overall need of the
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Army. I would like to discuss briefly the
crying need for modernization within
our Army forces.

The United States emerged from World
War II with the best equipped Army in
the world. However, our Army has been
greatly cut in strength and the majority
of its major items of equipment have be-
come obsolescent because of the lack of
funds to modernize equipment and to re-
place wornout equipment. Today there
is an urgent need for the modernization
of the major items of Army equipment.
General Taylor, the Army Chief of Staff,
has testified that the limited funds for
Army modernization is one of his prin-
cipal reservations as to the adequacy of
the defense budget for fiscal year 1960.

This need arises from two major eir-
cumstances: First, the rapid pace of
technological advance over the past dec-
ade, and, second, the Ilarge, well-
equipped, and modern ground forces of
the Soviet Union and its satellites. Yes-
terday's weapons are today’'s second best,
and tomorrow they may be obsolete.
Recognizing this, the Soviet Union has
heen continuously modernizing its
ground forces since the end of World
War II. Their modernization program
is the result of a thorough and well-
conceived plan carried out without major
deviation over the past decade. The
program has been supported by a h